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The purpose of the study was first to identify cri-
teria for a teacher eValuation program. Criteria were 
identified as being important ingredients in a teacher 
evaluation program. The criteria were incorporated into a 
questionnaire that was sent out to a representative simple of 
228 high school principals in the State of Iowa. The next 
major function of the study was to see if high school prin-
cipals were following the criteria identified in the ques-
tionnaire. The last major function of the study was to 
determine the degree of importance the principals put on the 
criteria, regardless of their practice. 
The results of the study indicate that a majority of 
Iowa high school principals are practicing the criteria that 
were indicated on the questionnaire. Twenty out of 26 
teacher eValuation criteria received a majority of prin-
cipals indicating that they were following the practice. A 
majority of principals indicated that 22 of the 26 criteria 
were either very important or moderately important. In addi-
tion, the study indicated that regardless of the size of the 
high school, there are similarities in the teacher eValuation 
programs of all schoolS. 
The study is recommended to be used by administrators 
who are developing a teacher eValuation program. as it 
identifies eValuation criteria. as well as the importance 
of the criteria_ The study also recommends that administra-
tors make teacher eValuation a top priority in their school 
district. and make the improvement of the instructional 
performance of the teacher the main goal of the teacher 
evaluation programo 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Concern has been expressed by many educators in the 
state of Iowa regarding teacher evaluation in the public 
schools. A major cause for concern has been the charge by 
teachers that public school administrators evaluate teachers 
subjectively upon criteria that are unrelated to the purpose 
of teacher evaluation. The purpose of teacher eValuation is 
generally agreed upon by educators to be Nfor the improvement 
of instruction." Flanders sums it up by saying, uIn the 
final analysis all eValuation of teaching has the ultimate 
purpose of improving instruction_"l Millard concurs by 
stating, "Most educators consider the improvement of instruc-
tion to be the most important purpose for evaluation. u2 Some 
teachers have charge~ that the evaluation of teachers was 
based on casual observations and the chief criterion for 
eValuation was organizational compliance. Other teachers 
have cited the failure of school administrators to make the 
criteria and the results of the teacher evaluation known to 
the teacher. Teachers have also stated the administrators 
l Ned Flanders, "Some Relationships Among Teacher 
Influence, Pupil Attitudes and Achievement," Contemporary 
Research of Teacher Effectiveness (New York, Holt, Rinehart 
and winston, 19b~), p. 22~. 
2Joseph Millard, Teacher Evaluation Systems, Ankeny, 
Joint County School Systems, Sep~emEer, 1974, p. 80 
have made the results known to the teacher, but have not 
given the teacher suggestions for improving instruction. 
2 
There is general agreement by educators that the prin-
cipal must be the instructional leader. Hansen points out 
the pressure on today's administrator to be the leaders 
Remembering the historical development of the 
administrator as a leader in educational prac-
tice, the public is demanding that the admin-
istrator again return to his primary function, 
which is the enhancer of the learning process 
through the improvement of and his1participa-tion in the instructional program. 
There is considerable pressure in today's educational scene 
to make the schools more accountable for their performance o 
This is putting additional pressure directly on principals to 
evaluate their instructional program. Thus, principals are 
going to be forced to have an effective, thorough and fair 
teacher eValuation program. Teacher eValuation. it appears, 
is going to be a primary objective of school boards, commun-
ities and administrators. Teachers, on the other hand, are 
going to feel this sudden emphasise As a result, many are 
going to be distrustful of the objectives and procedures of 
evaluation. The principal is going to be caught in the 
middle of the teacher evaluation pressures. 
Teachers may be evaluated. "(1) According to their 
1Merrell J. Hansen. "Administration. Role and Func-
tion in Education," National Association of Seconda School 
Principals, LVIII,No.)8 December. 197 • 8 • 
skills and attitudes, (2) by observing their behavior, (3) 
by observing the student's behavior and achievement, and (4) 
by a combination of means ... 1 This subjective and arbitra.ry 
eValuation has been charged with contributing to a "neglect 
of teaching and to discontentment among teachers. u2 Discon-
tentment, therefore, among teachers has contributed to teacher 
militancy in many sections of the country. It has also led 
to demands for a greater role in decision making in the 
public schools by teachers through teachers' organizations. 
The teachers'/ organizations in many states have seriously 
curtailed administrators' freedom to manage the schools through 
laws, negotiation contracts and court actions. Teacher evalu-
ation has become a matter for negotiations in some states, 
and the dismissal of incompetent teachers has become restric-
tive. Fred Lifton comments. 
Claims of failure to adequately observe negotiated 
eValuation procedures and attacks based on 
ambiguous contract language covering evaluation 
have been pursued by teacher groups, both in 
arbitration and in the state and federal courts. 3 
The largest organization for teachers is the National 
1Millard, OPe cit., p. 2. 
2John H. Bushman, "Are Teachers Playing Statue in the 
Classroom," National Association of Secondary School Prin-
cipals Bulletin, LVIII, No. 3~~ (December, 1974), 2~. 
3Fred Lifton and Wesley Wildman, Analysis of Education 
Associations Pro osed Com reh naive Level IV Teachers Bar-
~a~ning Agreement Ch1cago. Ill~nois Assoc~ation of School 
Boards, May, 1972), p. 290 
4 
Educational Association (NEA). Although it is considered by 
many to be the least militant organization for teachers, its 
by-laws contain a statement on items that should be included 
in every negotiations agreement. The nine elements to be 
included in all negotiations procedures listed in the NEA 
Research Bulletin are. 
1. Time schedule for evaluation, including the number, 
frequency and length ef observation. 
2. Designation of the evaluative criteria. 
J. A statement that all observations must be with the 
knowledge of a teacher. Monitoring devices may not 
be used without consent. 
40 All evaluations must be in writing on standard fOrmBo 
5. Provisions made for teachers to respond to any ad-
verse comments. 
6. A teacher may be accompanied by an organization 
representative when discussing evaluation reports 
with supervisors. 
70 Grievance procedures. 
8. Provisions for special assistance to teachers re-
ceiving unsatisfactory eValuations to help them 
improve. 
9. Special provisions for1the eValuations of new or probationary teachers. 
In response to the emphasis on teacher eValuation by 
the NEA and the collective bargaining act, school board 
associations are suggesting detailed guidelines for school 
districts to follow regarding teacher eValuation. The 
lBeatrlce Lee, ed., NEA Research Bulletin. XLVII 
(October, 1969). 72. 
purpose of the guidelines is pointed out by Lifton in the 
Illinois School Board Association Document. 
The general guideline is to a~oid completely 
the negotiation of any language on teacher 
evaluation if at all possible. If it becomes 
necessary to bargain in this area, we cannot 
recommend too strongly that you seek competent 
professional advice or assistance, lest you in-
advertently lose one of the most important of 
school board preregatives. ~ right.to assess 
and upgrade the quality of your teach~ng staff. 
It is quite clear that the board prerogative of 
refusing to renew the contract of a probationary 
teacher who does not meet your standard sf 
excellence is under strenuous attacko1 
The school board association is taking the position 
that teacher evaluation is the prerogative of management. 
5 
The NEA and teacher associations are making an equally strong 
stand that teacher evaluation has to be dictated by the 
teachero The teacher's rights must be protected and the 
administrator must follow prescribed procedures in evalu-
atingo Regardless of the argument to which one listens, 
the conclusion is the same. Teacher eValuation is going to 
be a top priority of administrators. If local school admin-
istrators and local boards do not have effective teacher 
evaluation programs, their right to evaluate their staff may 
be seriously diminished. 
The importance of teacher evaluation is clearly 
established for the present and the future. Therefore, the 
next question to be answered is, "What criteria should be 
lLifton and Wildman, OPe cito, p. JO. 
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included in a teacher eValuation program?" Depending on the 
authority. there are many different concepts as to what 
teacher evaluation should be. The theory of teacher evalua-
tion is based on the assumption that improved supervision 
will result in the improvement of instruction. To improve 
instruction, eValuation must be concerned with the instruc-
tional performance of the teacher and the outcome of that 
instruction. This requires that the criteria for teacher 
eValuation be those criterion which involve the teaching act, 
rather than secondary characteristics concerned only with the 
teacher's personality or personal appearance. Thus, the cri-
teria for a teacher eValuation program is crucial tQ the suc-
cess of the eValuation program-
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The purpose of this study was first to identify cri-
teria for a teacher evaluation program. That was accomplished 
by surveying literature regarding teacher evaluation. From 
the survey, criteria were identified in regard to the essen-
tial components of a teacher eValuation program. The cri-
teria were incorporated in a questionnaire that was sent out 
to high school principals in the State of Iowa. This led to 
the second major function of the study, the teacher eValuation 
practices of the high school principals. Their responses to 
the questions indicated the extent to which they were follow-
ing the evaluation criteria. The third function of the 
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questionnaire was to determine the degree of importance the 
principals placed on the criteria, regardless of their prac-
tice. This was accomplished by having the principals rate 
each criterion on a six-point scale ranging from very impor-
tant to very unimportant. In summary. the questiormaire 
listed teacher evaluation criteria and sampled the practices 
and attitudes of high school principals regarding the cri-
teria. 
PROCEDURE 
This study attempted to determine, from the literature, 
agreed upon criteria regarding teacher evaluation. Many of 
the leading authorities in education were surveyed to deter-
mine their views regarding teacher evaluation. If three or 
more of the authorities agreed on a teacher eValuation cri-
terion, it was listed in the eValuation criteria. The 
authorities were identified through a variety of means. They 
included. 
1. Department of Public Instruction which gathered 
a. PREP #21 
b. Resumes of ERIC abstracts 
c. Annotated bibliographies from Current Index to 
Journals !a Education 
d. Bibliography of resource materials 
2. Bibliographies from Administration and Education 
classes at Drake University 
3· Recommended sources from Professors at Drake 
University 
The study also attempted to determine the evaluation prac-
tices of high school principals in Iowa, as well as their 
attitude toward teacher eValuation criteria. 
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In order to identify the high schools in the state, 
the Department of Public Instruction, Des Moines, Iowa, was 
contacted. From this office a list of the 1974-75 public and 
nonpublio high schools was obtained. The high schools then 
were put in rank order according to pupil enrollment. start-
ing with the smallest enrollment and ranking to the largest 
enrollment. After the schools were in rank order, the sample 
group which was to receive the questionnaire was determined 
by selecting every third school on the rank order list. which 
was followed with the selection of every sixth school remain-
ing on the rank order list. This resulted in a representa-
tive sample group of 228 schools. In addition, the sample 
had proportional representatives from the small, middle and 
large enrollment schools. The classification by enrollment 
gave a comparison of teacher evaluation practices of differ-
ent sized schools. 
After the questionnaire was developed, it was given 
to selected high school principals, not in the representa-
tive sample, to pretest the instrument for clarity of direc-
tions- Upon the completion of the pretest, the questionnaire 
was sent out to 228 high school principals in the state of 
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Iowa. The questionnaires were numbered from one to 228. The 
numbering was for (1) identification of those schools who 
did not return the questionnaire, in order that a follow-up 
letter and questionnaire could be sent and (2) identifica-
tion and oomparison of large enrollment and small enrollment 
schools. The enrollment classification was for grades 9-12 
as follows. Class A--up to 250 students; Class AA--251-560 
students; and Class AAA--over 560 students. The question-
naire was mailed back upon completion by the principals. 
The questionnaires were mailed on May 1, 1975. In order for 
the results to be valid, 176 questionnaires needed to be 
completed and returned. 1 On May 15, 1975, 149 questionnaires 
had been completed and returned. Thus, on May 16, 1975. a 
follow-up letter and questionnaire were mailed to the 80 high 
school principals who had not responded. This resulted in 
the return of an additional 31 questionnaires for a total 
response of 180 completed questionnaires o 
The data obtained presents a composite picture of the 
teacher eValuation practices of high school principals in 
the State of Iowa. The data also shows the principal's atti-
tude toward each of the teacher evaluation criterion. In 
addition, the data shows a comparison of practices and atti-
tudes of high school principals of different sized schools 
lSam lin and ~tatistics Handbook for Surve s in 
Education Washington: Research Division of the National 
Education Association, 1965), Line 5, Table J.l, p. 131. 
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in the State of Iowao The composite picture obtained from 
the data shows comparisons between the criteria promoted by 
the authorities and the actual practices of Iowa high school 
principals. The composite picture also shows comparisons be-
tween what the authorities deem important in a teacher evalu-
ation program and what the high school principals judge to 
be important in a teacher evaluation program. 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
Criteria - Constructs or standards on whieh a judgment 
or decision may be based. 
High school ~rineipal - Prineipal of a school that 
includes the following grades. (1) 10-12 when the district 
is organized 6-3-3; (2) 9-12 when the district is organized 
5-3-4, 6-2-4 or 4-4-4: and (3) 7-12 when the district is 
organized 6-6. 
Teacher evaluation - A process that involves the col-
lection of objective evidence regarding the instructional per-
formance of a member of the instructional staff, upon which 
judgment (subjective) is reserved until the evidence is at 
hand. 
Formal visitation 2£ observation - A process in which 
the principal. supervisory personnel, or peers visit a class-
room for a period of time in order to observe objectively the 
classroom, the stUdents and, most important. the teacher's 
instructional performance. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 
1. The sample of high school principals is representa-
tive of the high school principals in the State of Iowa. 
2. The authorities surveyed are representative of 
those authorities expressing opinions regarding teacher 
evaluation~ 
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
1. The study is biased by those principals, 21 per-
cent, who did not return the questionnaire. 
2. The study is limited by the accuracy of the per-
ception of the responding secondary principals. 
Chapter 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
IMPORTANCE OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
The eValuation of teachers and teaching effectiveness 
is as old as the act of teachingo Reeder stated that teachers 
have always been compared and contrasted. If they had not 
been evaluated, Jesus, Socrates, Thomas, Arnold and Mark 
Hopkins would not have been listed among the greatest 
teachers of all time. Thus, teachers are continually evalu-
ated by those with whom they come in contact. Ovard states 
that teachers have always been eValuatedo "Students evaluate 
them, parents evaluate them, and principals eValuate them, 
formally and informally."l Ovard concludes that it seems 
that everyone in a community knows how well teachers are 
doing except the teachers themselves. The importance of 
teacher eValuation is emphasized by that statemento As 
Ovard points out, the teacher must know how effectively he is 
performing, and the teacher must be aware of his strengths 
and weaknesses. 
There are many definitions of evaluation. In general, 
most agree that evaluation is deciding whether something is 
lGlen F. Ovard. "The Practitioners Guide to Research 
Teacher Effectiveness and Accountability." National Associa-
tion of Secondary School PrinciEals Bulletin. LIX. Noo J87 l January , 1975), 87. 
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good or poor, favorable or unfavorable. Evaluation involves 
judging whether something measures up to an expected standardo 
In teacher evaluation, this standard is usually referred to 
as evaluation criterion. The Iowa State Education Association 
(ISEA) states that in every evaluation there must be a 
standard or criterion against which to judge. and there must 
be an idea or a description of the object. person, act. or 
whatever it is that would be evaluated. Partly because of 
the judging factor, partly because of the evaluator, and 
partly because of poorly defined criteria. teachers have 
fears regarding teacher eValuation. Klotz swns up anxiety of 
evaluation as follows. 
History has taught us few lessons concerning 
evaluation, but those it has taught are significant. 
Any employee accepts the idea of eValuation with 
reluctance. This is not because he does not wish 
to be evaluated, but because of his uncertainty as 
to the criteria to be used. This lack of knowledge 
promotes fear and anxiety. We can learn from the 
past but today's schools need more reliable and 
more acceptable eValuation techniques. 
The National Association of Secondary Principals 
(NASSP) states, "The most significant problem encountered by 
administrators in developing accountability programs is a 
fear of eValuation on the part of teaching staff members. u2 
1Jack Klotz and Ken Semmann, "Supervision in Today's 
Labor Management," National Association of Secondar School 
PrinciQals Bulletin, LVIII. No- 3 December, 197 ,220 
2NAdministrator's Problem - Teachers Fear Evaluation," 
NASSP Spotlight. XXII, No.8 (April. 1975), J. 
The teachers have a fear of evaluation, but on the other 
hand they want to have constructive evaluation. If the 
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goal of the eValuation program).is to help teachers improve 
their instructional performance. they will welcomeevaluationo 
Berger states. 
An astounding thing to learn is that most teachers 
want constructive evaluative help and expect it. 
Local and national teacher organizations have 
never taken the position that eValuation of 
teachers should not occur. The position has been 
that professionals should be doing the eValuations 
and that the process should be gilen a top prior-
ity in terms of quality and time. 
According to the literature there seems to be little question 
regarding the desirability of an evaluation of teacher per-
formanceo The issues, according to Morphet, become largely 
one of who will do the evaluating, how it will be done, and 
why it will be doneo When these questions are answered to 
the satisfaction of the teachers, the fear and anxiety 
associated with teacher eValuation will be lessened. It is 
important that all teachers know eValuation is necessary and 
that it will be of benefit to them. As Jacobson states, hAll 
should recognize that some kind of eValuation is inevitable. 
The critical issues are the purpose of evaluation and the 
means by which it is madeo"2 There is general agreement that 
1Eric Berger, "The Evaluation of Teachers," National 
Association of Seconda School Princi alB Bulletin, LVIII, 
NOe 3 2 May, 197 ,151. 
2Paul Bo Jacobson, William C. Reavis, and Janes Do 
Longsdon, The Effective School Principal (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J •• Prentice Hall, InCa, 1963}, 3500 
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the importance of knowing the objective of the eValuation 
program is crucial and cannot be over-emphasized. Indeed, the 
reason may be more important than the actual process. Reasons 
for evaluating teaching differ from school district to school 
district. Reasons most often given according to the Iowa 
State Education Association (ISEA) include. 
1. To determine achievement of the objectives held by 
the school 
2. To provide the basis for giving recognition for 
superior and effective service 
3. To provide the basis for self improvement 
4. To provide the basis for motivation 
5. To provide the basis for in-service and supervisory 
activities 
60 To provide the basis for administrative decisions 
7- To provide the basis for jUdgmentso 1 
Teacher eValuation is difficult because there is no 
general agreement as to what constitutes effective teachingo 
In addition. according to the ISEA. there is not one evalua-
tion technique that has proven to be more effective than 
another. Thomas comments. "There are no standards of teacher 
effectiveness commonly agreed upono In addition, there is no 
convincing evidence that shows that one eValuation technique 
1Iowa state Education Association, "Who's a Good 
Teacher" (Des Moines, Iowal Iowa State Education Associa-
tion, 1971), Reprinted in part from report published by 
Joint Committee on Personnel Procedures from California 
School Board Association, and California Teachers Associa-
tion. P. 3-
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identifies good teaChing."l Thomas also points out that there 
is not any reason t@ believe that good teaching can be seg-
mented and evaluated by a study of certain skills or the 
existence of certain classroom conditions. Thus, there is 
general agreement in the literature that there is no way to 
discover the characteristics which distinguish effective and 
ineffective teachers unless one has made or is prepared to 
make a value judgment. The ISEA Bulletin points out that the 
effective teacher does not exist "pure and serene," available 
for scientific scrutiny. 
This is a fiction in the minds of men. No teacher 
is more effective than another except as someone 
so decides and designates the ultimate definition 
of the effective teacher does not involve discovery 
but decree. 2 
Thus, there is no perfect way to evaluate other persons. 
Administrators and supervisors, as well as teachers. must be 
aware of this important point. Hall points out that the 
evaluator must be honest in the eValuation and make sure the 
evaluation is a helpful tool for both the teacher and the 
evaluator. With this arrangement, regardless of the perfec-
tion of the evaluation, the teacher will be given some valu-
able information about their classroom performance. Flanders 
1Donald Thomas, "The Principal and Teacher Evaluation," 
National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, 
LVIII, No. )86 (December. 1974), 1. 
2Ibid 0, po 9. 
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states, "In fact, considerable improvement can be achieved 
if average teachers are given systematic information about 
their classroom behavior."l Flanders continues by pointing 
out that the scientific study of teaching is so immature at 
this time that a particular pattern of teaching cannot be 
advocated as the most successful. Barr·s study concurs with 
Flander's statement. Barr, in an imtensive three-year 
analysis of 39 research studies, reported the following 
conclusions. 
1. No one appears to have developed a satisfactory 
working plan or system that can be used by per-
sonnel officers who must make judgments about 
teacher effectiveness. 
2 • Little has been done in evaluating the non-
classroom responsibilities of the teacher. His 
activities as a friend and counselor of pupils, 
his activities as a member of a school staff, 
his activities as a member of the school community, 
and his activities as a member of the profession. 
3. Very little has been done in differential measure-
ment and prediction concern seems to have been 
chiefly with the general merit of teachers. 
Administrators often need teachers with special 
abilities. 
4. Teaching effectiveness generally has been treated 
as something apart from the situation giving 
rise to it. More needs to be known about the 
situational determiners of effective teaching.2 
l Ned Ao Flanders, "Some Relationships Among Teacher 
Influence Pupil Attitudes and Achievement," Contemporarx 
Research of Teacher Effectiveness (New York. Holt Rinehart 
and Winston, 1904), p. 229. . 
20vard, OPe cit., p. 87. 
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It is evident in the literature that teacher evalua-
tion is a concern of the public as well as of educators. 
Berger comments, "The legislature not the educational estab-
lishment is demanding that the eValuation of teachers become 
a top priority~"1 One example would be the California legis-
lature, which signed into law in 1971, a "landmark" statute 
called the California stull Act. It was implemented in 
September 1972. The law mandated that each school district 
establish a uniform system of evaluation and assessment of 
all certified personnel. The policies and procedures are 
specifieally pointed out. Another example of concern for 
teacher eValuation is reflected in the collective bargaining 
movement. Klotz comments, "Union leadership is now saying 
more authoritatively than ever before that it can and wants 
to provide the policies that will produce bigger accomplish-
ments and better teachers. 1I2 Klotz continues by pointing out 
that representatives of teacher organizations are going to 
the bargaining table to negotiate increased salaries, reduced 
class sizes, and specifications of conditions under which 
classrooms should be visited for job eValuation. Husacik 
states, "School Districts can take part of the blame for the 
push from collective bargaining because many school districts 
IBerger. opo cit., p. 148. 
2Klotz and Semmann, OPe cit., p. 21. 
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had poor eValuation systems."l Thus, the need for well-
defined evaluation systems is being demanded by the teacher 
organizations 0 Lipton sums the collective bargaining empha-
sis as follows. 
The teacher evaluation article as found in many 
school collective bargaining contracts has 
simultaneously (1) resulted in perhaps one of 
the few positive achievements of collective bar-
gaining~ and (2) provided more grief to boards 
than most other causes combined. Collective 
bargaining has encouraged many districts to engage 
for the first time in meaningful evaluation of 
teachers. At the same time, however, it has been 
utilized (often because of the failure of evaluators 
to closely adhere to contract provisions) to keep 
incompetent teachers in the district and per~ps 
even place some of these personnel on tenureo 
Thus, the public and the teachers' organization have been in-
strumental in putting pressure on the teacher evaluation issue. 
The public put pressure on legislators to have more 
effective teacher accountability systems. Quirk states, "The 
recent emphasis on accountability is becoming a popular cry 
by those concerned parents and taxpayers who want to ensure a 
1Ernest A. Husacik and Robert J. Wynkoop, "A Prin-
cipal's Dilemma, Can Supervising be Collegial?", National 
Association of Secon~ar; School Principals Bulletin, LIX, 
No. )87 {January, 1975 • 1;. 
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better return on their educational investment."l Quirk 
emphasizes that parents in general feel that the schools are 
not removing the poor teachers. As a result. a negative 
feeling is generated toward the principal and the Principal's 
role as teacher evaluator. Berger agrees by commenting that 
the negative public feeling about principals is based Gn the 
public belief that incompetent teachers who are hurting 
students continue to teach and no one is getting rid of them. 
Unfortunately, as the public sees it, the purpose of evalu-
ating teachers is to eliminate incompetent teachers. Berger 
states that the legislature and the public are demanding that 
the eValuation of teaehers become a top priority. Berger 
continues, "It reveals what many of us long suspeoted, mainly 
that much of the publio thinks prineipals do a poor job of 
evaluating teachers."Z A first step in correoting this public 
concept would be to clearly communioate to the public that 
educators agree that inoompetent teachers must be removed. 
Berger comments that boards of education and the public must 
be convinced that teacher evaluation will be a top priority. 
Above all else. according to Berger, "Educational administra-
tors must choose to educate the public that the primary pur-
pose of eValuation is not punitive but helpful_"3 This 
1Thomas J. Quirk, "Teacher Accountability Negative and 
Positive," National Association of Secondary School Principals 
Bulletin. LVII, No_ 377 (December, 1973), 31. 
2Berger, OPe cit., p. 148. 
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demands that educational administrators grab the leadership 
on the eValuation issue and explain the evaluation process 
to the teachers and community. 
The importance of effective teacher eValuation pro-
grams is crucial to the principal. Berger states, "No issue 
in education today is more important for secondary school 
principals than eValuation of teachers ... 1 Berger points out 
that it is critical that principals see-this issue at once, 
with all its implications, and that principals develop 
modern strategies to evaluate their teachers effectively. 
Hansen agrees by stating. 
The public is demanding that the administrator 
again return to his primary function which is en-
hancer of the learning process through the improve-
ment of and his participation in the instructional 
program. 2 
The principal, because of his role as instructional leader, 
must be the force behind the eValuation movement. Weidner 
comments that the principal is the key to the whole evalua-
tion process. He relates that today, more than ever in the 
history of the principalship, the principal has to be a 
teacher of teacherso Klotz summarizes the whole situation 
by saying, "Today teacher evaluation and supervision are in 
lBerger, Ope cit., p. 1470 
2Merrell Jo Hansen, "Administration. Role and Func-
tion in Education," National Association of secondaf7 School 
Principals Bulletin, LVIII, No- 386 (December, 1974~ 85-
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a state of crisis. The crisis is not limited to any group, 
faction, or labor, or management sector. It exists for 
all.,,1 
Evaluation is of crucial importance to the teacher. 
According to Bushman, "The teacher is simply not aware of 
what is really happening in the classroome u2 All too often, 
Bushman says,' there is confusion between what actually hap-
pens in class and what the teacher says or thinks is happen-
ing. Even the experienced teacher remains largely unaware 
of much that he is doing in class. Assuming that this point 
is true, it would be of great benefit for a teacher to re-
ceive feedback on what is happening in his class. Barsalou 
states, "Most people agree that eValuation could be bene-
ficial to teachers if done fairly and effectively.H) Thus. 
if the teacher trusts the motives anQ the major instruc-
tional objectives, it is likely the teacher will be receptive 
to teacher evaluation. The PREP report on teacher eValuation 
states I 
1 Klotz and Semmann. OPe cito, p. 20. 
2John H. Bushman, "Are Teachers Playing statue in the 
Classroom," National Association of Secondary School Prin-
cipals Bulletin, LVIII, No. )87 (December, 1974), 2be 
)JUdith M. Barsalou, June E. Killinger and June E. 
Thompson, "Student Evaluation of Staff in Secondary Schools," 
National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, 
LVIII. No. )79 {February, 1974}, 10. 
There is some evidence that teachers welcome 
evaluation if (1) the major focus is on improving 
rather than fault finding. (2) the information 
produced is meaningful to the teachers, and (3) 
the principal takes the necessary time to collect 
information that is idequate and then to discuss 
it with the teacher. 
23 
Regardless of the model, the objectives. or the procedures, 
the key to a successful eValuation program, in part, rests 
with communication. Klotz comments that any new model of 
supervision can be effective only to the degree that its 
intent and purpose can be adequately communicated to and per-
ceived by participants. 
CRITICISM OF ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION 
The role of the principal in teacher eValuation is 
crucial. The principal has received a great deal of cri-
ticism about teacher eValuation practices. In some school 
districts the principal has not given much attention to 
teacher evaluation. In short, many principals have apparently 
not made teacher eValuation a top priority- As Berger states: 
One of the primary reasons incompetent teachers 
exist in our schools is because most educational 
administrators have not made teacher evaluation a 
top priority. Most principals do not want to 
evaluate teachers, and devote as little time to it 
as possible. Most superintendents have not de-
manded that eValuation be a top priority of prin-
cipals. In addition, most boards of educ~tion have 
not demanded it of their superintendents. 
1 PREP, Paper #21, Teacher Evaluation (Washington I 
United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
1972), p. 3. 
~erger. Ope cit., p. 148. 
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Berger, in his discussion, also points out that the principal 
really does not see teacher eValuation as the role of the 
principal. In many cases the principal gets involved in 
paperwork and uses the paperwork as an excuse for not having 
time to evaluateo This excuse, according to Berger, is the 
excuse most often given by principals for not evaluating 
teachers. 
Husacik points out that generally teacher supervision 
is regarded very narrowly by principals. He states, WThe 
principal perceives supervision as a major ongoing function, 
but because of other demands, he is never quite able to de-
vote more than 20 to 30 percent of his time to supervisory 
activities. w1 Thus. the principal is not spending enough 
time on a priority issue. Klotz states that if the principal 
has any awareness of staff feelings and morale, he knows that 
the issue of evaluation is complex. It encompasses curricu-
lum, communication, human relations. job descriptions, morale, 
purposes, outcomes, personal achievement, motivation and much 
more. Klotz continues and states that the principal has to 
be aware that teacher evaluation is not accomplished in 
"walking through the building," or in "one easy lesson." A 
principal must work at being a good evaluator. In addition. 
the principal must be humanistic and not act as though he has 
all the answers about effective teaching. Administrative 
1Husacik and Wynkoop, opo cit., p. 16. 
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style, according to Klotz, is unfortunately often authoritar-
ian. Some administrators present themselves as single and 
exclusive authorities. Klotz states, uThis unrealistic stance 
naturally must lead to great trepidation whenever principals 
are confronted with situations in which they hold DO special 
expertise ~~1I1 Klotz continues that sehool administrators wish 
to be regarded as well-liked. knowledgeable, exhibiting lead-
ership, and contributing to the organization. Often, however, 
Klotz says they act or make decisions exclusively on the 
basis of their own judgments, without taking into account 
that their employees may exhibit these same qualities. 
Husacik agrees with this concept by stating. "Can principals 
convey human sensitivities in supervision rather than the 
all too fre~uent benevolent despot?,,2 The authoritarian 
attitude and humanistic qualities of the supervising adminis-
trator will be crucial to the eValuation programo In addi-
tion, the principal must not resist teacher evaluation, but 
instead give it priority statuso PREP states that there are 
numerous factors involved in resistance by persons doing 
evaluation. They include. 
1. A general lack of certainty regarding criteria, 
measuring process, and procedures for analysis 
and interpretation of data. 
l K10tz and Semmann, Ope cit., po 22. 
2Husaeik and Wynkoop, OPe cit., po 1J. 
2. 
4. 
6. 
A resistance to placing oneself in the position of 
manipulating or adversely affecting other people's 
lives~· 
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A fear of preeipitating an unpleasant reaction on 
the part of the person being evaluated. The reac-
tion is then said to prevent a relationship that is 
conducive to helping the individual improveo 
A lack of ability to cope with the weaknesses of the 
individual in terms of organizational needs and his 
ability to improve. This is sometimes linked with a 
failure to communicate to the individual the neces-
sity of dealing with both the individual's and the 
organization's problems. 
A failure to see the relationship of eValuation of 
others to the purposes of the person doing the 
evaluation. 
An inability to organize time in s~ch a manner that 
adequate observations can be made. 
The expertise of the principal is also criticized in 
teacher evaluation. Husacik states, "One of the major prob-
lems of principal supervision is the impossibility of the 
principal being expert in all curriculum areas • .,2 Husacik 
points out that the principal cannot make all the decisions. 
Husacik states that the principal must have other individuals 
participate in the supervisory process. These other indi-
viduals would go through the supervision process just like 
the principal. The individ.uals would compare their evalua-
tions of a given teacher. Weidner agrees with this concept 
by stating a principal's perception of a teacher's competence 
1 PREP , OPe cit., p. 4. 
2Husacik and Wynkoop, OPe cit., po 15. 
27 
is no better than that of other individuals or groups in 
eValuation. Evidence shows, in fact. in many cases it is 
not as good, according to Weidner. Thus. in evaluating 
teachers, the emphasis is on making judgments in relation to 
objectives, instead of judging the personal worth of people. 
Many of the problems underlying the adverse effects of 
evaluation are directly traceable to poor measurement pro-
cedures.' According to PREP. problems of measurement include 
the following. 
1. Prejudice, bias or poor judgment. 
2. Inconsistency of reactions to behavior. 
3. Subjective ratings and classifications. 
4. Influence of the personality of the teacher outside 
the classroom on measurement of behavior in the class-
room. 
5. Attempts to measure too many elements of classroom 
situations 0 
6. Tendency to continue a prior viewpoint of a person's 
performance. 
7. Consistent over-evaluation or under-evaluation. 1 
with these problems in mind, it would seem obvious that no 
matter who evaluates, there will be inaccuracies in their eval-
uation. Evaluators, as well as teachers, must be aware of 
these measurement problems. 
Another key in the evaluation picture is the relation-
ship that develops between the principal and the teacher in 
1 PREP , OPe cit., p. 43. 
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the eValuation process. Husacik states, "Too often evalua-
tions do little but reinforce principal. teacher distrust. D1 
He continues by commenting that today's principal must exert 
leadership in dealing with teachers. In evaluation, the 
administrator is responsible for making the teacher under-
stand the purpose of teacher evaluation. Husacik states, "In 
education, administrator responsibility has too l0ng been 
translated to mean keep teachers in line. n2 Husacik con-
tinues by pointing out that the method of "keeping the 
teacher in linen is becoming less and less tolerated in 
evaluating the instructional program. Supervision and evalu-
ation from past administrative practices have been injurious 
to some teachersQ As Klotz comments, "In today's educational 
environment, supervision has a bad reputation. h ) Thus, 
honest and open communication must be employed to dispel the 
well-entrenched idea that supervision is likely to be in-
jurious to an employee's well-being and job security. Accord-
ing to Klotz, teachers are threatened by evaluation simply 
because in the past eValuations were carried out by adminis-
trators capable of changing the teacher's employment status, 
rather than observing and analyzing the teacher's classroom 
lHusacik and Wynkoop, OPe cit., p. 1). 
)K1otz and Semmann. OPe cit., p. 23. 
29 
behavior. The analyzation would be for the purpose of pro-
viding the teacher with objective feedback concerning his 
effectiveness in the classroom. Jacobson states that many 
evaluation means were unsatisfactory. "They were arbitrarily 
adopted and imposed upon ttnwilling subjects who had no voice 
in preparation of instruments and methods. This resulted in 
antipathy toward evaluation."l 
In order to avoid antipathy and distrust. the teacher 
must understand the purpose of evaluation. Evaluations may 
have quite different effects on the teachers, depending upon 
the purposes held by those who would evaluate. The ISEA 
states that a teacher is more likely to accept an eValuation 
conducted to see if he should receive a citation for meritori-
ous service than he is to accept one to discover whether he 
is to be dismissed, even though the two processes of evalua-
tion were the same. Thus, the purpose of a "helping relation-
ship" contrasted with a "punitive relationship" should be 
promoted. The teacher must be aware that the purpose of 
teacher eValuation is to help him become a more effective 
teacher.' 
Observation is the technique most often used by prin-
cipals in teacher evaluationo A number of authorities express 
concern with the observation techniques used by principals. 
In addition, many believe that there are not enough classroom 
1JaCobson, Reavis and Longsdon, OPe cito, p. 350. 
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observations taking place. Berger asks some pertinent ques-
tions about observation. "How can a teacher begin to improve 
if he is observed only once? It should be obvious that much 
more of a teacher.',s teaching behavior needs to be seen in 
order to really identify his specific strengths and areas for 
growth~ .. l Berger discusses the importance of the wri"'tten 
evaluation of the teacher's performance being in terms of 
behavioral performance criteria. This criteria would point 
out specifics for the teacher!ls instructional performance. 
However, this is going to be very difficult if the evaluator 
has been in the teacher's classroom only once or twiceo 
Berger states, "Evaluation of nontenured teachers illl most 
schools consists of observing the teacher once in a year. 
writing a paragraph based on the observation, and sending a 
copy of this paragraph to the teacher. H2 Berger adds that 
evaluation of tenured teachers usually occurs once a decade. 
if that often. Davis agrees, "Many classroom teachers go 
through the school year without having their teaching ob-
served either by a principal Qr a supervisor. H ) Davis 
relates that some schools go through a minimum observation 
1 Berger, Ope cit., p. 149. 
)Hazel Davis, "Evolution of Current Practices in Evalu-
ating Teacher Competence," Contero ora Research of Teacher 
Effectiveness (New York. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 19 
p. 6)- • 
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process, and the teacher and principal alike regard the 
formal eValuation only as an administrative ritual that is 
required. The principal and the teacher do not see any real 
purpose in evaluation. Morphet states, "It is important to 
note that rating based upon;an observation or two of a 
teacher in a classroom is being increasingly recognized as 
of little value. H1 Morphet points out that observation pro-
cedures should be utilized as part of a larger plan of evalu-
ation. Bolten comments that single observation perceptions, 
such as by principals, tend to be unreliable and of question-
able validity. Fattu discusses findings that suggest ratings 
made ay single person are apt to be contaminated by halo 
effects. Thus, the authors in general conclude that observa-
tiona of a teacher's classroom must be more than one or two 
observations in a school year. The more observations the 
evaluator makes, the more reliable the information. In addi-
tion, the authors point out that more than one person should 
evaluate. If more than one is observing, the evaluators can 
compare their evaluations. PREP states, "Some teacher evalua-
tion programs are designed for failure because not enough 
personnel are provided to do the job adequatelyo n 2 PREP 
1Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. 
Reller. Educat~onal Organization and Administration (Engle-
wood Cliffs, N.J.. Prentice Hall Inc., 1967), p. 426. 
2pREP , OPe cit., p. 68. 
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concludes that personnel inadequacies should be relatively 
easy to identify, if the principal wants to solve the problem. 
In the observation process, much criticism has been 
aimed at the subjective nature of the evaluation. An evalu-
ator observes and then judges. McDonald relates to this 
point by stating. 
The current state of the art of measuring teaching 
behavior can only be described as dismal. The 
absence of testing programs to measure teaching 
behavior is strong. This is testimony of the lack 
of attention paid to quantitative descriptions of 
one of the most important human activities. The 
simple truth is that teaching behavior has not been 
studied in any systematic sequential and integrated 
fashion. 1 
Thus, one of the most obvious conclusions about the measure-
ment of teaching is that there is lack of universal agreement 
about what is to be measured. Ovard states, "Most of the 
evaluations have been based on impressions in general areas 
surrounding teaching. There have been few attempts to evalu-
ate teaching effectiveness in direct relationship to learn-
ing."2 With this in mind, the principal must be aware that 
there is not a IImodel" teacher eValuation program to follow. 
The principal will have to direct the eValuation program 
knowing that there is not agreement on what should be measured 
1Frederick J. McDonald. Robert WO Houston and Robert 
B. Howsom, "Evaluation of Teaching Behavior, If Competency 
Based Teacher Education (Chicago: Science Research Associ-
ates,Inc., 1972), p. 58. 
20vard , OPe cito, p. 88. 
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in evaluation. However. this should not be an excuse for a 
principal to become frustrated and forget about teacher evalu-
ation. Instead. it only points out that teacher eValuation 
measurement is extremely complicated and varies from school 
to school and from situation to situation. 
Before a principal embarks on a teacher evaluation 
program. he must look at his procedures, philosophy. and con-
structively look at hims,elf. The principal should look at 
his skills of observation, as well as his ability to com-
municate. Ovard comments, "The principal must become more 
proficient in skills of observation, evaluation, and discus-
sion of the eValuation with members of the staff ... 1 In addi-
tion, the principal~s main purpose for evaluating must be 
evaluated, according to Ovard. Holt concludes that, "Every-
thing that an administrator does should be for the purpose of 
helping kids learn. Improvement of instruction should be the 
principal's major goal. nZ Holt continues by stating that 
precision in evaluating teachers is impossible. but principals 
have to evaluate anyway. Bushman states that principals have 
to evaluate themselves in terms of how much time they spend 
in their offices. "Principals and supervisors must get out 
10vard , OPe cit., p. 94. 
2Howard B. Holt, tlEverything.You Need to Know About 
Supervision," l'{ational Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin, LVIII, NoD 386 (December, 197¥), 48. 
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of their offices and into the classroom where they belong • .,l 
Bushman continues by stating that principals can best im-
~rove teaching and promote the professional growth of 
teachers by observing instruction, and most importantly by 
conferring with individual members of their staffso The 
improvement of teaching cannot be done by making telephone 
calls, dictating letters, and attending meetings. Bushman 
points out that the conferences between teacher and principal 
must be unhurried and without interruption, and concerned with 
teaching problems. 
Instructional leadership on the part of the principal 
includes many tasks. The most important. according to many 
of the authors, is providing performance criteria for teacher 
growth based primarily on observations of a teacher's classes. 
If principals play the role of evaluator, incompetent teachers 
will be identified early in their first year of teaching. 
Berger comments, "If educational administrators refuse to 
say, 'quality eValuation is a top priority,' the political 
1 . 11 b d d . t d t . N 2 resu ts w~ e severe an amag~ 0 e,uca ~on. This 
means that principals must do all they can do to help teachers 
improve, fire those who cannot or will not improve enough, 
and help all teachers to improve the quality of learning in 
2Berger. OPe cit •• p. 151. 
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their classrooms. Administrators must adopt these instruc-
tional leadership tasks now as a major part of their role per-
formance.' Ovard states, URegardless of the eValuation ap-
proach, principals must find evaluative rationale, evalua-
tive criteria; and an evaluative judgment process that will 
stand the test of public scrutiny.ul If principals do not 
follow these three objectives outlined by Ovard, accountabil-
ity will be forced upon them. 
CRITERIA FOR TEACHER EVALUATION 
The criteria for teacher eValuation will vary from 
school district to school district. There is general agree-
ment among authors that in order to have a teacher evaluation 
program, objectives and goals must be set by the school dis-
trict. The ISEA states: 
The school system which would evaluate teachers 
should first evaluate its objectives and state 
them clearly. It should then proceed to estab-
lish programs and procedures designed to achieve 
these goals. Then it should establish clearly, 
the criteria by which teachers will be judgedo 
Finally, the school should establish the purposes for 
which teacher evaluation will be carried on and the 
procedures by which the evaluation will be affected. 
To leave out any step is to weaken the process of 
evaluation.2 
Thus, the first step in the evaluation process should be the 
10vard, OPe cito, p. 94. 
2Iowa State Educational Association, OPe cit., p. 8. 
formulation of the educational objectives of the school sys-
tem. The objectives should be translated into desired be-
havior changes in boys and girls, citizens and community. 
Teachers should be clearly aware of what the product is to 
be. As the ISEA states , "Criteria of effective teacher be-
havior should be established and they should be clearly under-
stood by raters and teachers alike_"l The purpose of teacher 
evaluation must be determined since the procedures and in-
struments to be used in evaluating will depend largely upon 
purposes. Berger concurs by stating. 
The ultimate purpose of evaluation is to improve 
the quality of instruction by encouraging the 
teacher through assessment of his strengths and 
helping the teacher grow by deve~oping specific 
performance criteria for growth. 
The entire process should be a collaborative one between the 
evaluator and the teachero If it is not, growth will not 
occur in a school and, according to Berger. administrators 
will be pitted against teachers and evaluation will be reduced 
to spying. All teachers, including the very best, need to 
have their performance evaluated and develop mutual perform-
ance criteria for growtho Hall agrees by stating, "Therefore, 
in order to assess a teacher's effectiveness, criteria must 
be established for that particular teacher within the 
lIowa State Educational Association, OPe cit., p. 8. 
2Berger, OPe cit., p. 152. 
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philosophy of the school. tll Hall emphasizes that the teacher's 
first eValuation comes after the long-range objectives have 
been formulated. 
There is general agreement among the authors that the 
most important purpose for evaluating teaching is the improve-
ment of instruction. Flanders states. "In the final analysis 
all evaluation of teaching has the ultimate purpose of im-
pr0ving instruetione,,2 With this purpose in mind, teacher 
eValuations should be considered as a means of helping 
teacneps to discover needs for improvement and to appraise 
the character of the progress being made. Flanders adds that 
this purpose could not be achieved without the establishing 
of performance criteria. Berger states that performance cri-
teria for improvement should be established at once and Class-
room observations should be made based on these criteria. He 
goes on to state, tllf inSUfficient growth occurred, the ad-
ministrator should have the documentation for firing.,,3 
Thus, effective eValuation procedures require the development 
of criteria by which achievement or results may be judged. 
PREP states, "There must be agreement between the evaluator 
laeorge L. Hall, "Assessing Sta.ff Effectiveness," 
National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, 
LVIII, No_ 382 (May, 1974), 156. 
2Planders, Ope cit •• p. 224. 
3Berger. opo cit., p. 148. 
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and teacher on criteria, demands. purposes or goals. Where 
such agreement is lacking, evaluation will tend to be diffi-
cult and contradictory."l It is exceedingly important that 
the purpose of the eValuation be in harmony with the intent 
of the evaluation system. Millard states that the questions 
to be answered relate to the information the evaluator seeks, 
and that which the calculator is trying to evaluate. The 
evaluator must check to see if he is thinking in terms of 
objectives, targets, methods, degree of interaction, etc. 
Millard stresses the importance of the object of the evalua-
tion being clear to all parties. Therefore, the teacher 
eValuation program should grow out of clearly stated goals of 
the school system and should contribute to the accomplishment 
of those goals. Teacher evaluation is not new, according to 
Ovard. "But now the principal will be doing it from a systems 
approach using district and school goals, as well as individ-
ual teacher objectiveso'" Members of the staff must be con-
vinced that the purpose of the eValuation is for the improve-
ment of instruction rather than a method of firing teachers. 
After the purpose of objectives have been established, 
the teacher is requested to program toward the objective and 
to provide services that will attain the mutually agreed 
l pREP , OPe cit., p. 8. 
20vard , OPe cit., p. 93. 
objectives. The principal, according to Thomas, at this 
point has the responsibility to observe the teacher to see 
that the teacher is performing the service behavior ois-
cussed.' Thomas continues, ftBy the end of the year, the 
;9 
teacher should have data to validate that the objectives have 
been achieved."l Validation data can be of various forms. 
It is important that validation be accurate. One problem is 
that some evaluators evaluate the person and not the instruc-
tional performance. The key, according to PREP is, "In 
evaluating teachers, the emphasis is on making judgments in 
relation to objectives, not on judging the personal worth of 
peoplee u2 Ubben concurs by pointing out that eValuation 
ceases to compare teachers, but instead compares "before" and 
"after" with agreed upon goals and objectivese These are 
determined jointly by the teacher and the principal. There-
fore, the teacher must be accountable for knowing the in-
structional objectives of the school program. In addition, 
according to Quirk, "The teachers must develop professional 
standards of performance for performing according to the 
specifications of the programs established in the schoolse"; 
The major focus in teacher eValuation has become the 
lThomas, Ope cit., p. 6. 
3Quirk, OPe cit., p. 40. 
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achievement of learning objectiveso Cardellichio states, 
"Supervision by objectives requires a shift from judging a 
teacher's competency by tile procedures followed in the class-
room to judgment in terms of the results the teacher is 
getting with learners ... 1 Cardellichio continues by pointing 
out that a guiding principle for developing evaluative cri-
teria should be that teaching methods be assessed for con-
gruence with the objectives outlined by the teacher in con-
sUltation with his supervisor. Cardellichio states, "Methods 
cannot be evaluated without reference to the goals one de-
sires to achieve, to do so would cause the errors which 
originally fostered eValuation by outcomeso H2 Thus, analysis 
of teaching methods in relation to goals can provide a use-
ful tool for improving instruction and for evaluating teachers. 
There is general agreement that involvement of teachers 
is crucial in developing an effective teacher eValuation pro-
gram. One of the conclusions of the authors is that it is 
imperative that the principal and the teacher communicate. 
Thomas comments that a principal must meet with each teacher 
individually to establish what it is that the principal ex-
pects from the teacher for the school year. The principal 
and teacher agree on certain things to be accomplished 
1Thomas L. Cardellichio, "Evaluating Teachers Methods," 
National.Association of Seconda School Princ! als Bulletin, 
LVIII, No.3 December, 197 . 
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during the school year. According to Thomas, it is impera-
tive that the principal find time to talk with each teacher 
and plan the work of the school. Thomas states, "After all, 
success or failure of schools is largely determined by what 
teachers do with children in classrooms and not by what hap-
pens in the administrative offices."1 Berger concurs by 
stating that it is only through dialogue. mutual give and 
take, that a teacher can commit himself to improving in the 
directions pointed out by the performance criteria as goals 
for his growth. Through the conferences and dialogue, pro-
cedures to be followed in teacher eValuation shOUld be 
clearly established. Each person should be aware of their 
role and the role of every other person involved. No pos-
sibility of misunderstanding should exist. The ISEA states, 
"Evaluation should be conducted ethically. openly, and in 
good taste. There should not be any procedure or report of 
which the teacher is unaware. u2 The ISEA continues by com-
menting that the right of the teacher to be informed and to 
make use of reported strengths and weaknesses in self-
evaluation should always be respected. According to the ISEA. 
If Through this knowledge of strengths and weaknesses a teacher 
can improve his work. Usually when a teacher views evalua-
tion as a means to improve his instruction, he accepts it as 
2Iowa state Education Association, OPe cit., p. 29. 
part of the teaching assignment. N1 
The importance of the involvement of the principal 
and the teacher is clear. It is also crucial that the 
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teacher be actively involved in setting up teacher evalua-
tion procedures and policies. uIn particular, the teachers 
must be active partners with administration in the develop-
ment of the teacher evaluation program,fl 2 according to the 
ISEA. The partnership relationship in establishing a teacher 
eValuation program will establish a more workable program. 
The ISBA points out that in all teacher eValuation activities 
where policy is being made or where procedures are being 
developed. there should be genuine cooperative participation 
by those concerned to the greatest extent possible. The 
reasons for this, according to the ISBA, are as follows. 
1. Involvement in making a decision disposes people 
to accept the decision and actively support the 
decision. 
2. Working together on common problems is known to 
be one of the most effective means of helping 
people to change their behavior. 
3. We are committed as a society to the. processes and 
principles of democracy which among other things 
call for respect for individuals and their partici-
pation where their welfare is involved.) 
The ISEA points out that it should be remembered that the pur-
pose and use, rather than the procedure. will largely 
l Iowa State Education Association, OPe cit., p. 22. 
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determine the reaction of teachers to teacher evaluation. 
As an example. rating for merit pay probably would produce 
quite different effects from those expected from eValuation 
for purposes of setting up in-service improvement programs. 
PREP states that. 
Involving teachers, as well as other members of 
the educational community in the development of 
criteria, may help establish more accurately de-
fined criteria and ray improve the morale of the 
professional staff. 
Regardless of how the goals are established, according to 
PREP, output and procedural goals are more likely to be under-
stood and attained when they are cooperatively developed by 
the teacher and principal or supervisor, and are written in 
discriminating termso The NASSP Newsletter states, IlMembers 
of the staff must be involved and informed of all aspects of 
the development of the accountability programeM2 Heller 
states that the popular refrain of opinion makers in educa-
tion stresses that only when staff can become involved in 
planning and steering the course of educational efforts will 
success, happiness and minimum teacher apathy be possible. 
Heller adds, ItAII those affected by a decision should have a 
hand in making it. It is extremely important that teachers 
participate in the framing of the characteristics of the good 
l pREF , OPe cit., p. 53. 
211Administrstor's Problem - Teachers Fear Evaluation," 
OPe cit., p. J. 
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or superior teach.er_"l Heller also states that teachers 
must also participate in the development of a plan of evalu-
ation. Flanders states, "Teachers will cooperate if they 
agree with the purpose of evaluation. They will resist if 
they mistrust these purposeso"2 Thus, the decision to coop-
erate rests on their perceptions. All data gathering pro-
cedures must be understood by the teacher. Ovard comments 
that morale can be negatively affected by teacher eValuation 
processes, however, morale improves with teacher involvemento 
"Traditional measurement is not accurate as it is too subjec-
tive.'.3 Ovard points out that criteria worked out by 
teachers is more accepted by the teacher when used in his 
eValuation 0 
Prior to the individual eValuation of a teacher, each 
teacher should be involved in self-evaluation. where the 
teacher is evaluating his own strengths and weaknesses. 
Flanders states, "The most effective changes in methods of 
instruction occur when a teacher can compare what he wanted 
to accomplish with a nonthreatening. objective summarization 
1M• P. Heller. "Involvement of the Involved," National 
Association of Seconda School Princi als Bulletin, LVIII, 
No. 3 7 December, 197 • 
30vard, OPe cit., p. 88. 
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of his spontaneous behavioro"l Flanders concludes that 
teachers can be told how to change, but changes that result 
in improvements are self-motivated. Thus, a supervisor who 
helps a teacher to discover some better method is of a real 
help to the teacher. Bolten comments that self-evaluation is 
productive only if a teacher can look at himself with some 
degree of objectivity. The advantage of self-evaluation 
seems clear- The teacher has the opportunity for improvement 
without external threat. PREP states, "Self-evaluation re-
duces the threat of outside intervention and therefore has 
potential for increasing motivation and creativity o tt 2 The 
teacher must be interested and committed to evaluating him-
self and his classroom performance. The classroom perform-
ance is the critical issue. As Bushman states, "To effect 
change then teachers must first be willing to find out what 
is happening in their classrooms. tt ) 
The observation technique is the most utilized tech-
nique used by supervisors in evaluating teachers. There has 
been much criticism regarding observations. but there is 
general agreement that observation techniques will have to 
be part of the teacher evaluation program. PREP states that 
lFlanders, OPe oito, p. 224. 
2pREP , OPe cit., p. 77. 
3Bushman, OPe cit., p. 28. 
the observer must know something about the context within 
which he is observing. PREP implies that the observer 
should. 
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1. Discuss the situation which he will observe with the 
teacher prior to observing. 
2. Confer with the teacher following the observation to 
check his own understanding of the context. 
3. Develop his own understanding of the1impact of con-tents on both students and teacherso 
Thus, the teacher and principal will know what is expected of 
each other. Bushman points out that introducing teachers to 
observation systems and inviting them to participate will 
give them the impetus to improve their teaching through in-
creased self-knowledge. Bushman states, "To become better 
facilitators of classroom learning. one must acquaint teachers 
with the use of observation systems? These systems quantify 
selected behaviors. thus enabling teachers to receive objective 
feedback ... 2 This objective feedback will conceptualize their 
classroom behavior and will appraise their own teaching 
effectiveness in view of the objectives that they have set 
forth. These observation systems. according to Bushman, must 
be thought of as tools for the teacher to use in self-
appraisal, rather than for the administrator to use in evalua-
tion. Bushman concludes that each administrator should 
2 ·t Bushman, OPe C1 ., po 35. 
implement a program in which interested teachers are invited 
to learn and to use one or more observation systems. 
Holt states that it is important that the administra-
tor visit classes for his own education as well as for assist-
ance to teachers. An effective principal is aware of what is 
going on in the classrooms. Weidner points out that a prin-
cipal's judgment about a teacher will be directly affected 
by the length and the number of observations. The more 
numerous the observations, in general. the more accurate the 
quality, validity and accuracy of that observation. The ISEA 
states that the raters should be trained in observational 
techniques and in the use of the specific instruments. 
Husacik points out that three factors are important in evalu-
ating. They area 
1. The skills of the principal in making evaluative judgment. 
2. The readiness of the teacher to be evaluated. 
3. The instrument or criteria used in making jUdgmentso 1 
Ovard concurs by stating that the principal must become more 
proficient in skills of observation, evaluation and discus-
sion of a teacher's performanceo Ovard points out that the 
discussion of the evaluation is as important as the observa-
tion. The principal must communicate to the teacher in 
lHusacik and Wynkoop, opo cito, p. 14. 
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objective terms. 
In general, there is agreement that observations of a 
teacher,'s performance are more reliable if more than one per-
son is observing and evaluatingo Bolten comments that the 
quality of eValuation could be greatly enhanced by increased 
numbers of evaluations over a particular period of time. as 
well as by providing multiple inputs of a variety of people. 
The ISBA concurs by stating. "One person watching a teacher,!s 
performance may rate the teacher very differently from 
another. Adequate preparation for the task of rating tends 
greatly to increase the inter-rater agreement."! In addition. 
a well-defined rating instrument with clear descriptions of 
the characteristics and behaviors to be observed will increase 
agreement. The ISEA states that if more than one person does 
rate a teacher. the ratings should be done independently-
Validity would be improved by averaging the ratings of sev-
eral persons. PREP states that a number of people should be 
considered when developing a plan of collecting information 
of classroom behavior~ They include: "(1) Principals, (2) 
vice principals, (J) department heads, (4) subject matter 
specialists, (5) general consultants, (6) personnel special-
2 ists, (7) peers, (8) students. (9) parents _ U The observers 
lIowa State Educational Association, opo cit., p- 220 
of teacher behavior and classroom interaction should develop 
means for checking their own reliability- This usually means 
comparing observations with another observer and the teacher 
being observedo PREP states that if part of the function of 
the evaluator is to provide assistance for teachers (i.e., to 
be a coach rather than an umpire). then, "Consideration should 
be given to the number of evaluators needed to do an adequate 
job, and efforts should be made to work toward acquisition of 
these eValuatorso h1 
There has been increased attention paid to the use of 
objective instruments in teacher evaluation_ If instruments 
are used, there must be objectives for the instrumentso The 
ISEA states, "Rating devices should include attention to at 
least the three areas of teacher competence indicated by 
research. (1) Relations with pupils, (2) control and manage-
ment, and (3) quality of instruction_"2 The ISEA discusses 
that the criteria of effective teaching should be translated 
into appropriate rating instruments. The number and the kind 
will be dependent upon the different kinds of people who will 
participate. PREP states, "Instruments should not be chosen 
solely on the basis of the evaluator's familiarity with the 
instrument. its availability, or the fact that other districts 
lpREP, op- cit., p. ~4o 
2Iowa State Education Association, OPe cito, p. 30. 
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are using it. H1 Instead, ISEA points out that consideration 
should include. "(1) Relevance to goals, (2) acceptability 
by those who are involved, (3) accessibility of information, 
(4) time needed to acquire information, and (4) cost.u2 
Interaction analysis is one term often used to describe 
an objective method used for teacher evaluationo The method 
is simply a mechanical recording of the happenings of a class-
room. PREP points out that there have been two major appli-
cations of classroom interaction analysis procedures I "(1) 
To help an individual develop and control his teaching be-
havior; (2) To discover how to explain the chain of events 
which occur in the classroom. u) Cardellichio states that by 
classifying the interaction in the classroom according to 
interaction analysis, the teacher or observer is able to 
identify the kind of interaction taking place in the class-
room and assess its congruence with the kind of outcome he 
desires. 
PREP states that if rating scales or checklists are 
used in evaluating teachers, their accuracy may be improved 
by, "(1) Clearly defining the focus of the evaluation; (2) 
Developing specific, low inference items; () Using a common 
l pREP , OPe cit., p. 62. 
2Iowa State Education Association, opo cit., p. )0. 
)PREP. OPe cit •• p. 6). 
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record form; and (4) Providing adequate training for the 
observers. Al PREP continues by stating that in selecting 
measure for evaluation, a major rule of thumb is to select 
that which best fits the purposeo Thus, the evaluator must 
identify the measurement techniques and strategies which pro-
vide the data desired. Data acquired for teacher evaluation 
purposes may be analyzed and interpreted with a greater degree 
of confidence, if in the evaluation process the following 
two questions, according to PREP. can be answered positivelYI 
(1) Will the measuring instruments employed fit the purpose 
of the evaluation, and will they do an adequate job? (2) 
Have the measuring instruments been implemented accurately? 
Holt comments, "Instruments are not the be-all and end-all 
of the evaluation of learning. but they do have an important 
role.,,2 With the use of instruments and recording models 
for classroom observations, it is acceptable to ask that 
teachers draw their own conclusionso However, as Berger 
points out, "An evaluator has to have an interpretation of 
the data also. The evaluator must be willing to share this 
with the teacher if the teacher draws different conclusions."] 
Since observation techniques are the primary method used by 
1 PREP , Ope cit., po 91. 
2Holt , OPe cit., p. 49. 
]Berger, OPe cit., p. 150. 
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principals and supervisors in conducting their teacher evalu-
ation system, there are some guiding principles that should 
be examined in detail. PREP states that most information is 
collected by means of observation and good observation has 
certain prerequisites. 
1. Some purpose needs to be identifiedo A person does 
not just observer he observes for something, some-
thing specific. 
2. The more specifically one identifies what he is 
looking for, and the more systematically he plans 
for observation, the more likely it is thft he will 
know something following the observation. 
Thus, the purpose must be identified before the evaluator 
walks into the classroom. Hall says that when you visit the 
teacher'a classroom you should observe for specifics and ask 
the following questions. 
1. Is the climate of the classroom conducive to good 
educational practices, one in which the child can 
enjoy himself and feel that he belongs? 
2. Does he have good rapport with the students? 
3. What types of materials are available for each 
student? 
4. Is he a good housekeeper? 
5. Does he communicate with the students on their level 
of understanding? 
6. Does he ask enough thought-provoking questions of 
the students? 
7. Does he have enough patience to work with stUdents? 
80 Are new and different teaching techniques tried? 
I pREF • OPe cit., po 90. 
9. Are the students stimulated to think and evaluate information?~ 
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Regardless of the evaluator's question, there should be 
specifics that the evaluator is trying to objectively evalu-
ate. Holt states that in observing a class, one must try to 
determine first what learning is taking place, and then de-
termine what causes it. Aecording to Holt. "Reversing the 
process will only get you into trouble. ,,2 Biddle states 
that ideally the investigator should gather information about 
overt variables tarough the direct observation of behavior. 
Biddle emphasizes that behavior in the classroom should be 
recorded mechanically_ Berger adds that the evaluation pro-
cess works best when there are more c4observations as opposed 
to one or two. and when the teacher can agree on the per-
formance criteria as goals for his growtho In addition, 
Berger states, "There is a unique and distinct value of an 
evaluator walking in on a teacher unannounced and assessing 
what he sees with no personal preparation of either person.") 
Whether or not the teaeher knows that the evaluator is coming. 
there is merit to the accuracy of the observation increasing 
with the number of visits. Weidner suggests that a general 
rule of thumb is for a principal to be evaluating classroom 
iHall" OPe cit. , p. 157. 
2Holt , OPe cit. , p. 49. 
3Berger, OPe cit. , p. 1480 
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teaching an hour a day. The ISEA states, "There should be 
adequate opportunity for observation. In most cases a 
moderate number of visits, involving perhaps five or six man-
hours would be sufficient ... l PREP states that in order to 
satisfy the eValuation purposes, each teacher should be ob-
served in the classroom environment several times annually 
at different times of the day or in varying types of instruc-
tion. Such observations can be a mixture of observation 
procedures, accerding to PREP, and may be made by appoint-
ment or not. PREP states that an evaluator should. 
1. Specify the amount of time per week which should be 
spent in teacher eValuation procedures. 
2. Indicate how long each observation should be and 
whether the observation should be followed by a 
teacher conference and written record.2 
The conference between teacher and principal provides 
the teacher with the opportunity to see if he views his 
teaching performance in the same way as the evaluator. The 
conference provides the evaluator with the opportunity to 
say to the teacher, according to Berger, that the evaluator 
has observed, collected data, drawn conclusions about the 
teacher's strengths and weaknesses, and now wants to share 
this information with the teacher. There is a growing aware-
ness, according to Berger, that the post observation conference 
l Iowa State Education Association, OPe cit., p. JOo 
2pREP , OPe cit., p. 77. 
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is essential.' Holt comments, "A visit to a classroom, how-
ever brief, should be followed by a conference with the 
teacher, however brief."l Hall believes the conference is 
very important because the conference is used to discuss the 
teacherl"'s job performance and the implications of the evalua-
tion. Weidner suggests a series of conferences are necessary 
for an effective teacher eValuation program. The conferences 
include. 
1. Preobservation conference where you plan teacher 
activities to be observed, goals to be identified, 
problems antieipated, materials and strategy of 
teaching, process of learning, provision for feed-
back and eValuation to be identified, and how the 
eValuation will take place. 
2. Observation itself. A conference may be held at the 
end of the class period, if needed. However, it 
would be for clarification purposes, brief and 
informal. 
3. Post-observation conference where teacher and prin-
cipal analyze even~s of the class, first individually 
and then together. 
Weidner believes that these three steps are essential to 
effective evaluating and open-communication. PREP concurs 
by stating that excellent communication between teachers and 
evaluators is essential in the post-observation conferences 
and formal reports. Every classroom observation should be 
followed by a discussion between the teacher and evaluator. 
l Holt , OPe cit., p. 490 
2Ray Wiedner, Principa,J.'s Audio Journal (St. Paul: 
Cassette Services, Inc., April, 1974). 
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PREP continues by pointing out that the discussion should 
take place as soon after the observation as possible. In 
addition, there should be open communication regarding what 
will be reported to the central office. Written copies of 
any report should be given to the teacher. PREP states, 
"Especially pertinent to the open communication between 
administrators and teachers is the necessity to maintain open 
files of formal, written evaluations."l When teachers know 
what is written regarding their performance and what is re-
ported to the board of education, anxiety and rumor are re-
duced. Thus, the performance appraisal interview, post-
observation conference, preobservation conference, or any 
conference between teacher and principal is desired because 
it illustrates open communication. According to PREP, these 
conferences can involve such diverse functions as the evalu-
ation of performance, motivation of the subordinate, warning. 
praising. developing, treating the subordinate as an indi-
vidual, recommending future courses of action, and the dif-
ferential granting or withholding of an entire system of 
rewards and punishmentso However, if the teacher in the 
conference receives information that he feels to be inaccurate, 
the teacher should have the right to formally disagree. The 
ISEA states, "There should be some form of appeal procedures 
for teachers who feel that their ratings do them injustice. 
1 PREP , opo cit., p. 94. 
This process should be simple and matter-of-fact.,,1 
Teacher evaluation is necessary. Not only is it 
necessary for the improvement of the teacher and the wel-
fare of the student, teacher evaluation is being mandated 
by legislation. The stull Act is one example where the 
legislature acted before the school districts. Ovard re-
lates that the act gives guidelines and specific instruc-
tions regarding evaluator-evaluatee relationships. Ovard 
states the following instructions as examples. 
1. The evaluator-evaluatee relationships necessary to 
the evaluation system should be defined precisely. 
Who evaluates whom and for what purpose. 
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2. The specific standards of performance and concom-
mitant assessment criteria developed for each cer-
tificated employee should be compatible with the 
district's goals and objectives. 
30 A minimum number of observations must be made by 
the evaluator on the evaluatee in work situations. 
These observations and teChniques should be suffi-
cient in quality to provide positive contributions 
to the process of personal evaluation. The observa-
tions should be followed by conferences during 
which commendations and ~ecommendations are pre-
sented to the evaluatee. 
Ovard states that several conclusions can be made about 
teacher eValuationo First, the principal must accept 
accountability for his own effectiveness. and then staff 
members will be held accountable for their effectiveness. 
l Iowa State Education Association, OPe cit •• po 290 
20vard , Ope cit., p. 920 
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Another conclusion is that there is a greater frequency of 
evaluation of principal and teacher performance under an 
accountability program. In addition, eValuations are writ-
ten and based on goals and objectives of the school district 
and subject taught. rather than traditional criteria. Ovard 
adds that student progress in relation to specific objectives 
is a valid yet illusive base for evaluation, but more and 
more school districts are looking at stucent progress as 
part of the eValuation program. Ovard's final conclusion is 
that the principals who evaluate under this system feel 
satisfaction because the criteria gives them guidelines to 
evaluate.-
Regardless of the eValuation program used, or the 
accountability criteria, there should be an evaluation of 
the purposes.' The ISBA states, "The teacher eValuation pro-
cedures should be evaluated and revised periodically. II 1 ISEA 
continues by pointing out the initial plan should be subject 
to complete review after one year. Once a smooth working 
plan is established, review can be less frequent. Wherever 
there are purposes and programs, there should be evaluation. 
PREP states, "An analysis of the total evaluation process 
should include examining the realism of the goals of the 
process, the effectiveness of the teaching procedures, and 
l Iowa State Education Association, OPe cit., p. 680 
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the adequacy of implementing the procedures decided upon. ttl 
In examining these aspects, according to PREP, one should 
seek answers to the following questions. (1) Is the in-
struction improving? (2) Are teachers receiving assistance? 
(3) Are students learn'ing? Regardless of the aspects, the 
evaluation of professionals provides information needed to 
judge the effectiveness of the individual teachers. Con-
sequently. this allows for better judgments to be made about 
modifications in training and placement. The assessment of 
the eValuation process gives the information needed to make 
judgments about the effectiVeneSs of that system. PREP com-
ments that the system should see how well they (1) measure 
teacher effectiveness. (2) plan the process. (3) implement the 
system. and (4) train and supervise those who are evaluating 
teachers. 2 
There are many authors who are emphasizing that the 
student should have more input regarding the performance of 
a teachero Ovard states, "Many writers advocate that the 
sole basis of judging teacher competence should be the growth 
of the pupils. u3 ' Husacik states that students have been 
silent for too long. Perhaps it has been lack of security 
l pREP , OPe cit., p. 101. 
30vard, OPe cit., p. 90. 
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on the part of teachers, according to Husacik. that accounts 
for students not being involved in the evaluation of the 
curriculum. Barsalou adds, "Educators seeking to design 
viable evaluation procedures should consider the potential 
value of student input and determine the relative weight it 
will be given in the total processa"l Flanders believes that 
the most important aspect of teaching is the relationship 
between the teacher and the student. Regardless of the 
input the administrator uses in his teacher eValuation pro-
gram, according to Flanders. "Student eValuation of teacher 
effectiveness will have to be included to make the program 
complete. 1/ 2 
The goals and purposes of a teacher evaluation program 
are numerous and varied. according to the school district. 
The most common goals of a teacher evaluation program will 
be emphasizedo Klotz states that there can be little doubt 
that teacher supervision should ideally be composed of the 
exchange of ideas by interacting parties. Klotz states, "In 
today's educational environment, supervision has a bad repu-
tationo ll3 Thus, open and honest communication must be em-
ployed to dispel the well-entrenched idea that supervision is 
lBarSalou et alo, OPe cit., p. 14. 
2Flanders, opo cit., p. 229. 
3Klotz and Semmann, OPe cit., p. 23. 
likely to be injurious to an employee's well being and job 
security.' Klotz states that a sound system of supervision 
must fulfill certain purposes. These purposes are. 
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1. The purpose of a teacher supervision program should 
be the improvement of instructional programso 
2. Two-way communications between all participants is 
essential to any program of supervision if growth is 
to occur. 
30 Common understanding of each individual's job 
responsibilities is a must--responsibilities that 
are mutually developed and agreed upon. 
4. Targets for each individual need to be established 
through open dialogue. 
S. In the past. evaluation systems have relied to a 
large extent on subject input. Today it is extremely 
important that as much objective data as possible be 
gathered 0 
60 It is vital that each teacher become an active con- 1 
tributing participant in his program of supervision. 
Effective learning, stated in behavioral language, will be a 
major element in future accountability design. according to 
Ovard. Ovard states, "Traditional criteria for measuring 
effectiveness will also continue to be used, but with attempts 
to define these illusive criteria in objective behavioral 
termso,,2 To avoid a too narrow look at a teacher's effec-
tiveness, Millard suggests that a profile be developed for 
each teacher being evaluatedo Millard states that a teacher 
1Klotz and Semmann. OPe cit., p. 24. 
20vard, opo cit., p. 93. 
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eValuation profile might include the followings 
1. An administrative rating form developed cooperatively 
by the local school administration and teachers. 
2. A student questionnaire concerning the teacher's 
effectiveness~ 
3. ~he amount of growth students experience in varioQs 
areas. Subject content. self-concept, creativity, 
etco' 
4. A self-assessment method to be used by the teacher. 1 
Millard believes that a profile will give a broad base for 
the evaluator and teacher to effectively evaluate teaching 
efficiency.' Jacobson states that if no improvement in teach-
ing efficiency is being made by a teacher, or the teacher,!'s 
level of performance is below the standard of the school sys-
tem. salary increase should be withheld. In addition. the 
future of the individual in the school system should be 
questioned. Jacobson discusses when the evaluation of teacher 
efficiency should be reviewed for administrative purposes. 
Jacobson states that teacher efficiency should be reviewed 
when. 
10 Teachers are being counseled with respect to their 
future professional growth and development. 
2. Probationary teachers are reappointed or given 
appointments. 
J. Annual salary increases are giveno 
40 Teachers are advanced from a lower classification 
to a higher classification on the salary schedule. 
lMillard, opo cit., p. 10. 
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5. Promotions are made. 1 
McDonald states that the only time teacher efficiency should 
be reviewed is for, "The effect of the teaeher's teaching 
behavior on the performance of his studentso,,2 Regardless 
of the purpose for evaluation, the concensus of opinion 
emphasizes the importance of collecting adequate information 
about teaching behavior. The ISEA sums it up, "It would seem 
to follow that evaluation will be best done when the evidence 
is collected as objectively as possible and when judgment is 
reserved until the evidence is at hand."3 
There is a great deal of emphasis on the principal 
being more humanistic in teacher evaluation. Husacik states, 
"Regardless of the type of district, distrust of the prin-
cipal as supervisor can be partially minimized by employing 
humanistic supervisory Qualities ... 4 If the principal is to 
be effective in the improvement of the instructional program. 
then he must have an understanding of the teacher and the 
teacher's role. Most important, according to Husacik. the 
principal must be effective with his interpersonal relation-
ships with teachers- Thus, according to Husacik, liThe great 
lJacobson, et al., OPe cit., p. 352. 
2McDonald, OPe cit., p. 69. 
)Iowa State Education Association, opo cit., p. 2. 
4Husacik and Wynkoop, OPe cito, p. 1). 
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need until the ideal is achieved is for principals to work 
and develop their sensitivity to individuals. 1I1 Bushman 
concurs stating that teachers need to see in their prin-
cipals evidence of a strong, sincere belief that teachers 
are good, worthwhile people, and that they have the capabil-
ities of good teachers. Bushman relates that teachers need 
to see that their principal cares about what they do in the 
classroom- Bushman states, "Teachers need a gentle nudge, an 
encouragement that stresses to the teacher the importance 
of continUal appraisal of his teaching behavior. 1I2 
Teacher evaluation is a very complicated and intricate 
process.' There is not an easy solution that will apply to 
all school districts. Each school. individually, will have 
to review its objectives and educational philosophy. Most 
important, each school must involve teachers and the com-
munity in the development of the eValuation program. The 
critical point is that each school realizes that teacher 
evaluation is a priority item, and that the school will have 
to devote much time and effort to the issueo If the school 
districts do not do this, the issue of teacher evaluation 
will be taken away and decided by an outside force. Berger 
sums it up as follows: 
1Husacik and Wynkoop, OPe cit., p. 13. 
2Bushman, OPe cit., p. 37. 
If educational administrators make the right choice 
and grab the leadership on this evaluation issue. 
then they must take the message to the public, 
They must educate boards of education and the public 
that eValuation is a top priority. They must explain 
the eValuation process and then argue at all levels 
for more expenditures to do the job well. Above all 
else educational administrators must choose to educate 
the public that the primary purpose of eValuation is 
not punitive but helpful. 
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In the third chapter, the data obtained from the ques-
tionnaire will present a composite picture of the teacher evalu-
ation practices of high school principals in the state of 
Iowa. The data also will show the principal's attitude to-
ward each of the teacher evaluation criterion-
IBerger, OPe cit., po 152. 
Chapter 3 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
The teacher evaluation criteria were obtained by sur-
veying the literature. If three or more of the authors agreed 
on a teacher eValuation criterion, it was listed in the evalu-
ation criteria, even if there were some who disagreed that 
the criterion was important. The authorities were identi-
fied through a variety of means, including the following: 
1. Department of Public Instruction which gathered 
a. PREP #21. 
b. Resumes of ERIC abstracts. 
c. Annotated bibliographies from Current Index to 
Journals in Education. 
d. Bibliography of resource materials. 
2. Bibliographies from Administration and Education 
classes at Drake University. 
3. Recommended sources from Professors at Drake 
University. 
The authorities surveyed in this study include the following: 
1. Amidon, Edmund 
2. Barsalou, Judith M. 
3. Berger, Eric 
4. Biddle, Bruce J. 
5. Bolten, Dale 
6. Bushman, John H. 
7. Cardellichio, Thomas L. 
8. Davis, Hazel 
9- Ellena, William J. 
10. Fattu, N. A. 
11. Flanders, Ned A. 
12. Griffith, Francis 
i). Gump, Paul V. 
14. Hunter, Elizabeth 
15. Hall, George Lo 
17. Hansen, Merrell, Jr. 
18. Heller, M. P. 
19. Holt, Howard B. 
20. Houston, Robert w. 
21. Howsom, Robert w. 
22. Hughes, Larry W. 
23. Husacik, Ernest A. 
24. Iowa State Education 
Association 
25. Jacobson, Paul Be 
26. Johns, Roe L. 
27. Killinger, Judith M. 
28. Klota, Jack 
290 Lifton, Fred 
30. McDonald, Fredrick J. 
31. Meus. Milton B. 
32. Millard, Joseph E. 
33· Morphet, Edgar L. 
34. NASSP Spotlight 
35. NEA Research Bulletin 
36. Ovard. Glen F. 
37. Pancella, John 
38. Perkins, Hugh V. 
39. PREP #21 
400 Quirk, Thomas Jo 
41. Raths, James 
42. Reavis, William C. 
43. Reeder, Ward G. 
44. Reller, Theodore L. 
45. Saunders, Jack 
46. Semmann, Ken 
47. Smith. othael 
48. Thomas, Donald 
49. Thompson, June Eo 
50. Ubben, Gerald C. 
510 Waimon, Morton D. 
52. Weidner, Ray 
53. Wildman, Wesley 
54. Wright, Robert E. 
55. Wynkoop, Robert 
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In order to identify the high schools in the state, 
the Department of Public Instruction, Des Moines, Iowa, was 
contacted. From this office a list of the 1974-75 public 
and non-public high schools was obtained. The high schools 
were put in rank order according to pupil enrollment starting 
with the smallest enrollment and ranking to the largest en-
rollment. After the schools were in rank order, the sample 
group which was to receive the questionnaire was determined 
by selecting every third school on the rank order list which 
was followed with the selection of every sixth school remain-
ing on the rank order list. The first school selected was 
selected arbitrarily- This resulted in a representative 
sample group of 228 schoolso The sample had proportional 
representatives from the small, middle, and large enrollment 
schools. The classification by enrollment gave a comparison 
of teacher evaluation practices of different sized schoolso 
The enrollment classification was for grades 9-12 as follows. 
Class A - up to 250 students, Class AA - 251-560 students, 
Class AAA - over 560 students. 
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After the questionnaire was developed, it was given 
to twelve selected high school principals, not in the repre-
sentative sample, to pretest the instrument for clarity of 
directions 0 Upon completion of the pre-test the questionnaire 
was sent out to 228 high school principals in the state of 
Iowa. Two weeks after the questionnaires were sent, 149 ques-
tionnaires had been completed and returned. In order for 
the results to be valid 176 questionnaires needed to be com-
pleted and returnedo 1 Thus, a follow-up letter was sent to 
the 80 high school principals that had not responded. This 
resulted in the return of an additional thirty-one question-
naires for a total response of 180 completed questionnaires, 
or a 79 percent return rate. The questionnaires were tabu-
lated and summarized by the high school enrollment. The 
composite picture of the school response, enrollment, and 
staff assignments were as follows: 
AAA AA A 
SCHOOL SCHOOL SCHOOL 
RESPONSE 39=80% 50=85% 91=76% 
AVERAGE ENROLLMENT (9-12) 1049 346 155 
TEACHERS ON PRINCIPAL'S 
STAFF 56.4 23·3 16.1 
PROFESSIONALS ON PRINCIPAL'S 
STAFF 63·7 26.1 17·9 
This information was gathered from the classification part 
1Sam lin and Statistics Handbook for Surve 'S in 
Education Washlngton: Research Dlvislon of the Natlonal 
Education Association, 1965), Line 5, Table J.l, p. 131. 
of 
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the questionnaire and gives a composite picture of the schools. 
The questionnaire identified criteria that were re-
garded by authors to be important to a teacher evaluation 
program 0 The criteria that were included in the questionnaire 
include the following' (The names of the authors recommending 
the criterion follow the criterion) 
i. The school district has a written philosophy stating 
district goals and or objectives. (Thomas, Klotz, 
Ovard, Berger, Hall, Milliard, ISEA, PREP, Semmann, 
Ubben) 
2. All members of the principal's teaching staff have 
their instructional objectives identified in printed 
form. (Thomas, Cardellichio, Husacik, Klotz, Holt, 
Ovard, Berger, Hall, ISEA, PREP, Synkoop, Semmann, 
Ubben) 
3. The school district has a formal written description 
of the teacher evaluation process. (Klotz, Ovard, 
Berger, ISEA, PREP, Semmann) 
4. The teachers were involved in the development of the 
evaluation program. (Flanders, Bolten, Husacik, Klotz, 
Bushman, Heller, Holt, Ovard, Berger, ISEA, PREP, 
Wynkoop, Semmann, Morphet, Johns, Reller) 
5. Teacher evaluation is one of the top priorities of 
the school district. (Klotz, Bushman, Heller, Ovard, 
Berger, PREP, Semmann, Jacobson, Reavis, Longsdon, 
Flanders, Houston, Hawson, McDonald) 
6. The teacher evaluation program assesses specific 
stre~ and weaknesses of each teacher. (Klotz, 
Holt, Ovard, Berger, ISEA, PREP, Semmann) 
7. The main goal of the teacher evaluation program is 
the improvement of instruction. (Houston, Hanson, 
McDonald, Klotz, Holt, Berger, ISEA, PREP, semmann, 
Morphet, Johns, Reller, Jacobson, Reavis, Longsdon, 
Flanders) 
8. The school district has an appeal procedure estab-
lished for the teacher in case the teacher disagrees 
with the administrative evaluation. (Klotz, Berger, 
ISEA, PREP, Semmann) 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13· 
14. 
15· 
16. 
17· 
18. 
19· 
The teachers on the principal's staff know what is 
written in their evaluation file. (Klotz, Berger, 
ISEA, PREP, Semmann) 
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The school district has a written dismissal procedure 
for teachers. (Ovard, Berger, ISEA, PREP) 
The teachers on the principal's staff understand the 
whole process of the teacher evaluation program. 
(Thomas, Klotz, Husacik, Holt, Ovard, Berger, ISEA, 
PREP, Wynkoop, Semmann) 
The school district has a policy of constantly evalu-
ating and updating the teacher evaluation program. 
(Ovard, Berger, ISEA, PREP) 
The outstanding teacher, as identified by the teacher 
evaluation program, is recognized and/or rewarded 
in some way other than a written evaluation. (Ovard, 
ISEA, PREP, Jacobson, Reavis, Longsdon) 
Formal observations, involving classroom visitations 
in order to objectively evaluate the teacher's in-
structional performance, is utilized in the prin-
cipal°s evaluation program. (Husacik, Cardellichio, 
Klotz, Holt, Ovard, Berger, ISEA, PREP, Wynkoop, 
Semmann, Flanders, Weidner) 
The reliability of the formal observation of a teacher 
increases with the number of formal observations of 
that teacher. (Klotz, Holt, Ovard, Berger, PREP, 
Semmann, Flanders, Bolten, Weidner) 
Formal observations are made more frequently on in-
experienced teachers on the principal's staffo 
(Berger, ISEA, PREP, Flanders, Weidner) 
The formal observation process will be more reliable 
if more than one person is involved in the observing 
process 0 (Klotz, Bushman, Holt, Ovard, Berger, ISEA, 
PREP, Semmann, Flanders, Weidner) 
The formal observation is for the length of the class 
period or long enough to objectively observe the 
activity of the class. (Bushman, Klotz, Holt, Berger, 
ISEA, PREP, Semmann, Flanders, Weidner) 
The teachers on the principal's staff are informed in 
advance as to when a formal evaluation will be taking 
place. (Klotz, Holt, Hall, ISEA, PREP, Semmann, 
Wiedner) 
71 
20. The teachers on the principal's staff have a meeting 
with him, or one of the persons who will be observing 
them, prior to any formal observation. (Thomas, 
Cardellichio, Husacik, Klotz, Holt, OVaI'd, Berger, 
Hall, ISEA, PREP, Wynkoop, Semmann, Weidner) 
21. After a teacher has been formally observed, a confer-
ence is held with the teacher and the observer, 
where a summarization of the observation takes place. 
(Klotz, Holt, OvaI'd, Berger, Hall, ISBA, PREP, 
Semmann, Flanders, Weidner) 
22. When observing in a formal evaluation a checklist of 
observation objectives are used by the observer. 
(Husacik, Klotz, Holt, OvaI'd, Berger, Hall, PREP, 
Wynkoop, Semmann, Weidner, Ubben) 
23- In the principal's teacher evaluation program, the 
observers in general have sufficient skill to objec-
tively observe teacher performance. (Cardellichio, 
Husacik, Holt, Hall, PREP, Wynkoop, Semmann, 
Flanders, Weidner) 
24. In the principal's teacher evaluation program, the 
observers in general have sufficient skill to objec-
tively discuss the observations with the teacher. 
(Cardellichio, Husacik, Klotz, Holt, Hall, PREP, Wyn-
koop, Semmann, Flanders, Weidner) 
25. There is other formally planned input used in the 
principal's teacher evaluation program aside from 
formal observations. (Husacik, Klotz, Bushman, Ovard, 
Berger, ISEA, PREP, Fattu, Wynkoop, Semmann, Morphet, 
Johns, Reller, Bolten, Weidner, Barsalou, Killinger, 
Thompson) 
26. In general the principal needs to devote more time 
to the process of evaluating teacherso (Holt, Ovard, 
Berger, ISEA, PREP) 
Each principal was to respond and indicate whether they were 
following the criterion in their teacher evaluation program. 
The response to each criterion was tabulated. The second 
response requested on the questionnaire was a degree of 
importance rating on the criterion. The degree of importance 
was on a six point scale ranging from very important to very 
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unimportant. For analysis, the degree of importance was 
classified according to the practice of the principal and/or 
school district. 
The first teacher evaluation criterion, that the 
school district have a written philosophy stating district 
goals and/or objectives, received an 84 percent "yes" re-
sponse (Table 1). The "degree of importance" resulted in 81 
percent rating the criterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important". The Class A schools rated the cri-
terion higher with 84 percent rating as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important", while the Class AU and AA 
schools had an 80 percent response in those two categories. 
Of those principals not following the practice, 80 percent 
rated the criterion as either "very important" or "moderately 
important" (Table 2). The total of the "very important II 
rating was 85 percent of the principals who had responded 
"yes". 
The criterion that all members of the principal's 
teaching staff have their instructional objectives identified 
in printed form received a 49 percent "yes" response (Table 
3). The Class AAA and AA schools had a 54 percent "yes" 
response while the Class A schools had a 44 percent "yes" 
response. The "degree of importance" yielded 76 percent of 
the principals rating the criterion as either "very important" 
or "moderately important". The Class AAA schools rated the 
criterion higher than the Class AA, or A schools. Of those 
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Table 1 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, This School District has a Written 
Philosophy Stating District Goals and/or Objectives. 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 151 84 Very Important 84 47 
No 25 14 Moderately " 63 35 
Uncertain 4 2 Slightly " 24 13 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 4 2 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 5 3 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 35 90 Very Important 21 54 
No 3 8 Moderately " 10 26 
Uncertain 1 2 Slightly " 6 15 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 2 5 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice" is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 40 80 Very Important 19 38 
No 8 16 Moderately " 21 42 
Uncertain 2 4 Slightly " 7 14 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 3 6 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 
Total 50 100 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 76 84 Very Important 44 49 
No 14 15 Moderately " 32 35 
Uncertain 1 1 Slightly " 11 12 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 1 
Moderately " 
Very " No Response 3 3 
Total 91 100 
Table 2 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State ot Iowa Responding 
to the Degree ot Importance Rating of the Statement, This School District has a 
Written Philosophy Stating District Goals and/or Objectives 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice ,es~onse Degree. Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertal.n sometImes of De ree of 1m ortance in Percent 
Imp. No. ~ No. % No. ! No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Samet es Total 
+3 71 47 13 52 
+2 54 36 7 28 
+1 19 13 3 12 
-1 4 3 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 1 2 8 
Total 151 100 25 100 
+3 19 54 2 67 
+2 10 29 
+1 4 11 1 33 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 6 
Total 35 100 3 100 
+3 85 
2 50 +2 86 
2 50 +1 79 
-1 
-2 
-3 
4 100 
+3 91 
+2 100 
1 100 +1 66 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 100 
15 
11 J 
13 8 
9 
17 17 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
....., 
\.A 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 2 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percenti 
Imyo No. ~ No. ~ No. ! No. ~ Imy. Yes No Uncertain Som~tlmes Tota! 
+3 14 ~1 5 63 +2 17 2 25 
+1 6 15 1 12 
-1 3 7 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 40 100 8 100 
+3 38 50 6 43 
+2 27 35 5 36 
+1 9 12 1 7 
-1 1 1 
-2 
-3 
NR 1 2 2 14 
Total 76 100 14 100 
+) 74 
2 100 +2 80 
+1 86 
-1 100 
-2 
-3 
2 100 
+) 86 
+2 84 
1 100 +1 82 
-1 100 
-2 
-3 
1 100 
26 
10 10 
14 
14 
16 
9 9 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
"".J 
0'\ 
77 
Table 3 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, All Members of the Principal's 
Teaching Staff have Their Instructional Objectives 
Identified in Printed Form 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 88 49 Very Important 69 38 
No 87 48 Moderately II 69 38 
uncertain 5 J Slightly " 29 16 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 5 J 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 2 1 
Very " No Response 6 4 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Pp't'rev.;i';v 
Yes 21 54 Very Important 16 41 
No 16 41 Moderately " 16 41 
Uncertain 2 5 Slightly " 4 10 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 J 
Total 39 100 Moderately II 
Very " No Response 2 5 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 27 54 Very Important 19 38 
No 22 44 Moderately " 20 40 
Uncertain 1 2 Slightly II /' 12 0 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 2 4 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 1 2 
Very " No Response 2 4 
Total 50 100 
18 
Table 3 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 40 44 Very Important 34 37 
No 49 54 Moderately " 33 36 
uncertain 2 2 Slightly " 19 22 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 2 2 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " No Response 2 2 
Total 91 100 
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principals not following the criterion. Sixty-nine percent 
rated it either "very important" or "moderately important," 
while 84 percent of those responding "yes" had rated the cri-
terion as either "very important" or "moderately important" 
(Table 4). 
The criterion that the school district has a formal 
written description of the teacher eValuation process, re-
ceived a 61 percent "yes" response (Table 5). The Class All 
sohools had the highest "yes" response with 79 percent. The 
"degree of importance" resulted in 10 percent of the prin-
cipals rating the criterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important". The Class AAA, ll, and A schools 
had similar responses, with Class AAA schools having a higher 
percent of "very important" responses. Of those not follow-
ing the practice, ;0 percent of the respondents rated the 
criterion as either "very important" or "moderately important" 
(Table 6). Of those following the practice 80 percent rated 
the criterion as either "very important" or "moderately 
important" • 
The criterion that the teachers were involved in the 
development of the evaluation program, received a 72 percent 
"yes" response (Table 7). The Class All schools received an 
81 percent "yes" response while the Class A sohools had a 65 
percent "yes" response., The Ndegree of importance" resul.ted 
in 76 percent of the principals rating the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important". The CLass AA 
Table 4 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the state of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, All Members of the Principal-s 
Teaching Staff Have Their Instructional Objectives Identified in Printed Form. 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent} 
Imp. No. ~ No. t! No. ~ No. ~ Imp- Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 ai a~ 34 39 +2 26 30 
+1 10 11 19 22 
-1 1 1 4 5 
-2 1 1 1 1 
-3 
NR 
.3 3 3 3 
Total 88 100 87 100 
+3 10 48 5 U +2 8 .38 7 
+1 1 4 3 19 
-1 1 6 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 10 
Total 21 100 16 100 
3 60 +3 46 
2 40 +2 59 
+1 .34 
-1 20 
-2 50 
-.3 
5 100 
1 50 +3 6.3 
1 50 +2 50 
+1 25 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
2 100 
49 5 
.38 .3 
66 
80 
50 
~t 6 6 
75 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
(XI 
o 
Table 4 (Continued) 
Degree Princi2al's Practice ResQonse Degree 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of 
Imp. No. ~ No. ~ No. ~ No. ~ 1m2' 
TOTAL +3 7 26 11 50 1 100 +3 
AA +2 13 48 7 31 +2 
SCHOOLS +1 
.5 19 1 5 +1 
-1 2 9 -1 
-2 1 5 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 2 7 
Total 27 100 22 100 1 100 
TOTAL +3 14 36 19 39 1 50 +3 
A +2 20 50 12 25 1 50 +2 
SCHOOLS +1 4 10 15 32 +1 
-1 1 2 1 2 -1 
-2 1 2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 1 2 
Total 40 100 49 100 2 100 
Relationship of Practice to 
Degree of Im~ortance ~in Percentl 
Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Totai 
37 58 
65 35 
83 17 
100 
100 
44 53 
61 36 
21 79 
50 50 
100 
5 
3 
3 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
ex> 
~ 
82 
Table 5 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The School District has a Formal 
Written Description of the Teacher Evaluation Process 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 120 67 Very Important 80 44 
No 59 32 Moderately " 47 26 
Uncertain 1 1 Slightly " 32 18 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 9 5 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 12 7 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 31 79 Very Important 21 54 
No 8 21 Moderately " 7 18 
Uncertain Slightly " 7 18 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 3 
Total 39 100 IViodera tely 1/ 
Very II 
No Response 3 7 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 33 66 Very Important 22 44 
No 17 34 IVlodera tely " 14 28 
Uncertain Slightly " 8 16 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 3 6 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very " 
No Response 3 6 
Total 50 100 
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Table 5 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 56 62 Very Important 37 41 
No 34 37 Moderately " 26 29 
Uncertain 1 1 Slightly " 17 19 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 5 5 
Total 91 100 Moderately II 
Very " 
No Response 6 6 
Total 91 100 
Table 6 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The School District has a Formal 
Written Description of the Teacher Evaluation Process 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp-NQ~~3 No.- % No. % _No- % Imp- Yes No_U_nc~:rt_a1n_SQ]Iletimes Total 
+3 64 53 
+2 32 27 
+1 14 12 
-1 1 1 
-2 
-3 
NR 9 7 
Total 120 100 
+3 19 61 
+2 4 13 
+1 5 16 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR J 10 
Total 31 100 
15 25 1 100 
15 25 
18 31 
8 13 
3 6 
59 100 1 100 
2 25 
3 38 
2 25 
1 12 
8 100 
+3 80 
+2 68 
+1 44 
-1 11 
-2 
-3 
+3 90 
+2 57 
+1 71 
-1 
-2 
-3 
19 
32 
56 
89 
10 
43 
29 
100 
1 100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
ex> 
~ 
TOTAL 
II 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 6 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp.' NO._nni_~~_jr_Nq! % No. n % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 16 49 6 35 
+2 12 36 2 12 
+1 3 9 5 29 
-1 3 18 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 6 1 6 
Total 33 100 17 100 
+3 29 52 7 21 
+2 16 29 10 29 
+1 6 11 11 32 
-1 1 2 4 12 
-2 
-3 
NR 4 6 2 6 
Total 56 100 34 100 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 100 
-- --
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
-- --
1 100 
'73 2'7 
86 14 
38 62 
- .. 100 
78 19 
62 38 
35 65 
20 80 
3 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
<Xl 
V\ 
86 
Table 7 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Teachers were Involved in the 
Development of the Evaluation Program 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 93 72 Very Important 73 56 
No 29 22 Moderately " 26 20 
Uncertain 8 6 Slightly II 19 15 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 4 3 
Total 130 100 Moderately " 
Very If 
No Response 8 6 
Total 130 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 25 81 Very Important 17 55 
No 1 3 Moderately " 8 25 
Uncertain 5 16 Slightly " 3 10 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 31 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 3 10 
Total 31 100 
~OTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 28 76 Very Important 25 68 
No 7 19 rVloderately " 7 19 
Uncertain 2 5 Slightly " 4 11 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 37 100 Moderately /I 
Very " 
No Response 1 2 
Total 37 100 
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Table 7 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 40 65 Very Important 31 50 
No 21 34 Moderately " 11 18 
Uncertain 1 1 Slightly " 12 20 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 4 6 
Total 62 100 Moderately " 
Very II 
No Response 4 6 
Total 62 100 
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schools had an 87 percent response while the Class A schools 
had a 68 percent response to either "very important" or 
"moderately important". Of those that were not following 
the practice, 42 percent rated the criterion as "very Impor-
tant" or "moderately important" while 87 percent of those 
that were following the practice rated it in these two cate-
gories (Table 8). 
The criterion that teacher eValuation is one of the 
top priorities of the school district, received a 53 per-
cent "yes" response (Table 9). The highest "yes" response 
was the Class AA schools, 64 percent, and the lowest "yes" 
response was the Class A schools with a 44 percent responseo 
The "degree of importance" resulted in a 72 percent response 
for either "very important" or "moderately important". The 
Class AAA schools responded with an 84 percent rating of 
either "very important" or "moderately important", the 
Class AA schools had a 74 percent response and the Class A 
schools having a 65 percent response in these two cate-
gories. Of those schools practicing the criterion, 92 per-
cent of the principals rated it as either "very important" 
or Hmoderately important", while those not practicing the 
criterion responded with 41 percent rating the criterion in 
these two categories (Table 10). 
The criterion that the teacher evaluation program 
assesses specific strengths and weaknesses of each teacher, 
received a 79 percent "yes" response (Table 11). The Class 
Table 8 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. The Teachers were Involved in 
the Development of the Evaluation Program 
Degree PrinciBal's Practice Res~onse 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes 
Im~. No. ~ NOe ~ NOe ~ NOe ! 
TOTAL +.3 62 67 6 21 5 64 
ALL +2 19 20 6 21 1 12 
SCHOOLS +1 6 7 12 41 1 12 
-1 1 1 .3 10 
-2 
-.3 
NR 5 5 2 7 1 12 
Total 9.3 100 29 100 8 100 
TOTAL +.3 14 56 .3 60 
All +2 7 28 1 100 
SCHOOLS +1 2 8 1 20 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
NR 2 8 1 20 
Total 25 100 1 100 5 100 
Degree 
of 
ImBe 
+.3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
+.3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
Relationship of Practice to 
Degree of ImEortance ,~ Percentl 
tes No Uncertain Somet2mes Total 
85 8 
7.3 2.3 
.32 63 
25 75 
82 
88 12 
67 
7 
4 
5 
--
18 
.33 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
CD 
\0 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 8 (Continued) 
Degree Prinoipal's Praotioe Response Degree Relationship of Praotioe to 
of Yes No Unoertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Peroentl 
Imp. No. ~ No. ~ No. ~ No. ~ Imp. Ye~ No Unoertain Som~tlmes Totai 
+3 22 iZ 2 29 +2 4 2 29 
+1 2 7 2 29 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 1 13 
Total 28 100 7 100 
+3 26 65 4 19 
+2 8 20 3 14 
+1 2 5 10 48 
-1 1 3 3 14 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 7 1 5 
Total 40 100 21 100 
1 50 +3 88 
1 50 +2 57 
+1 50 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 100 
1 100 +3 84 
+2 73 
+1 17 
-1 25 
-2 
-3 
1 100 
8 4 
29 14 
50 
13 .3 
27 
83 
75 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
\0 
o 
91 
Table 9 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, Teacher Evaluation is One of the 
Top Priorities of this School District 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 95 53 Very Important 59 33 
No 65 35 Moderately II 70 39 
Uncertain 19 11 Slightly " 37 21 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 5 3 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 2 1 
Very " 
No Response 7 3 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 23 59 Very Important 14 36 
No 10 26 Moderately " 19 48 
Uncertain 5 13 Slightly " 3 8 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 2 Unimportant 
Total 39 100 lVioderately " 1 3 
Very " 
No Response 2 5 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL All SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 32 64 Very Important 18 36 
No 11 22 Moderately " 19 38 
Uncertain 7 14 Slightly " 11 22 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 2 4 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 
Total 50 100 
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Table 9 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
• I Pract1ce 1S Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 40 44 Very Important 27 30 
No 44 48 Moderately II 32 35 
uncertain 7 8 Slightly II 23 26 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 3 3 
Moderately " 1 1 
Very " No Response 5 5 
Total 91 100 
Table 10 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, Teacher Evaluation is One of 
the Top Priorities of This School District. 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance 'in Percent) 
Imp. NOt : ~ NOt ~ No. ~ No. ~: Imp. re~ No unceftain Somet~mes Tota~ 
+3 43 45 10 15 
+2 45 47 17 26 
+1 7 7 27 42 
-1 5 8 
-2 2 3 
-3 
NR 1 1 4 6 
Total 95 100 65 100 
+3 12 52 1 10 
+2 11 48 5 50 
+1 3 30 
-1 
-2 1 10 
-3 
NR 
Total 23 100 10 100 
6 4~ +3 76 8 +2 64 
3 16 +1 19 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 10 
19 100 
1 20 +3 86 
3 60 +2 58 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 20 
5 100 
14 10 
24 12 
73 8 
100 
100 
7 7 
26 16 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
\0 
\.N 
Table 10 (Continued) 
Degree PrinciEal's Practice ResEonse Degree 
of 
. 
Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of 
ImE· No_ ~ No. ~ No. ~ No- ~ ImE-
TOTAL +3 15 47 3 43 +3 
AA +2 14 44 2 18 3 43 +2 
SCHOOLS +1 3 9 7 64 1 14 +1 
-1 2 18 -1 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 
Total 32 100 11 100 7 100 
TOTAL +3 16 40 9 20 2 29 +3 
A +2 20 50 10 23 2 29 +2 
SCHOOLS +1 4 10 17 39 2 29 +1 
-1 3 7 -1 
-2 1 2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 4 9 1 13 
Total 40 100 44 100 7 100 
Relationship of Practice to 
Degree of ImEortance (in Percentl 
Yes 
~~ 
27 
67 
63 
17 
No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
17 
10 16 
64 9 
100 
26 7 
31 6 
74 9 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
\0 
.c:::-
95 
Table 11 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Teacher Evaluation Program 
Assesses Specific Strengths and Weaknesses of Each 
Teacher 
TOT AL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 142 79 Very Important 90 50 
No 30 16 Moderately " 60 34 
Uncertain 7 4 Slightly " 17 9 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 3 2 
Very " No Response 9 4 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
PractIce is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 32 82 Very Important 23 59 
No 6 15 Moderately " 8 21 
Uncertain 1 3 Slightly II 4 10 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 2 5 
Very " 
No Response 2 5 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 39 78 Very Important 23 46 
No 10 20 Moderately " 22 44 
Uncertain 1 2 Slightly " 4 8 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 2 
Total 50 100 iVIoderately " 
Very " 
No Response 
Total 50 100 
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Table 11 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 71 78 Very Important 44 49 
No 14 15 Moderately " 30 33 
Uncertain 5 6 Slightly " 9 10 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " No Response 7 7 
Total 91 100 
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AAA schools had a slightly higher percentage response of 
"yes" with 82 percent, compared with 78 percent "yes" re-
sponse for Class AA, and A sohools. The "degree of impor-
tance" shows that 84 percent of the principals rated the 
criterion as either "very important" or "moderately impor-
tant".' The Class AA schools had the highest percentage with 
a 90 percent combined response of "very important" or 
"moderately important". Of those principals who responded 
"no". 64 percent rated the criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important" (Table 12). Of those prin-
cipals who responded "yes" 89 percent rated the criterion in 
these two categories. 
The criterion that the main goal of the teacher evalu-
ation program is the improvement of instruction, received a 
total of 90 percent "yes" responses (Table 13). The Class 
AAA, Ai, and A schools had similar responses with 90, 92 and 
89 percent respectively. The "degree of importance" re-
sulted in 90 percent of the principals rating the oriterion 
as either "very important" or "moderately important". The 
Class AA sohools had the highest percent of responses in 
these two categories with 96 percent. and the Class A schools 
the lowest with an 87 percent response. Of those principals 
who responded "no", 67 percent rated the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important", while those who 
responded "yes" had a 93 percent response in these two 
categories (Table 14). 
Table 12 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Teacher Evaluation Program 
Assesses Specific Strengths and Weaknesses of Each Teacher 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Im!2. No. ~ No. ~ No- ~ No. !: Imp. Ye~ No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 80 56 9 31 
+2 47 33 10 .33 
+1 7 5 8 27 
-1 1 3 
-2 2 2 1 3 
-.3 
NR 6 4 1 3 
Total 142 100 30 100 
+3 20 63 3 50 
+2 6 19 1 17 
+1 2 6 2 33 
-1 
-2 2 6 
-) 
NR 2 6 
Total 32 100 6 100 
1 14 +.3 88 
.3 43 +2 78 
2 29 +1 41 
-1 
-2 67 
-3 
1 14 
7 100 
+.3 87 
1 100 +2 76 
+1 50 
-1 
-2 100 
-3 
1 100 
11 1 
17 5 
47 12 
100 
.3.3 
13 
12 12 
50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
\() 
co 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 12 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Res~onse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No uncertain ometime~ of Degree of Importance (in Pircent) 
Imp. No.~ % No.' ! No. % No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 21 54 2 20 
+2 16 41 5 50 
+1 2 5 2 20 
-1 1 10 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total .39 100 10 100 
+3 39 55 4 29 
+2 25 3~ 4 29 +1 3 4 29 
-1 
-2 1 6 
-3 
NR 4 6 1 7 
Total 71 100 14 100 
+J 
1 100 +2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
1 100 
1 20 +.3 
1 20 +2 
2 40 +1 
-1 
-2 
--
-) 
1 20 
5 100 
91 9 
73 23 
50 50 
100 
89 9 
84 1.3 
.33 45 
-- 100 
4 
2 
.3 
22 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
\0 
\0 
100 
Table 13 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Main Goal of the Teacher 
Evaluation Program is the Improvement of 
Instruction 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 162 90 Very Important 134 74 
No 9 5 Moderately " 29 16 
Uncertain 9 5 Slightly II 6 3 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very II 
No Response 9 5 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 35 90 Very Important 33 85 
No 1 3 Moderately " 3 8 
Uncertain 3 7 Slightly " 1 3 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 2 4 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 46 92 Very Important 38 76 
No 1 2 Moderately " 10 20 
Uncertain 3 6 Slightly " 1 2 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 1 2 
Total 50 100 
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Table 13 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 81 89 Very Important 63 69 
No 7 8 Moderately .. 16 18 
Uncertain 3 3 Slightly " 4 4 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 1 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " 6 7 No Response 
Total 91 100 
Table 14 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. The Main Goal of the Teacher 
Evaluation Program is the Improvement of Instruction 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of De~ree of Importance (in Percent~ 
Imp. No. ~ No- ~ No. ~ No- ~": Imp. Yes No Uncertain sometimes Totai 
+3 124 77 4 45 
+2 26 16 2 22 
+1 3 1 1 11 
-1 1 11 
-2 1 11 
-3 
NR 9 6 
Total 162 100 9 100 
+3 30 85 1 100 
+2 2 6 
+1 1 3 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 6 
Total 35 100 1 100 
6 67 +3 92 
1 11 +2 90 
2 22 +1 50 
-1 
-2 
-3 
9 100 
2 67 +3 91 
1 33 +2 67 
1 33 +1 100 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 100 
3 .5 
7 
3' 16 100 
100 
3 6 
33 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
...... 
o 
I\) 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 14 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No uncertaIn Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No- ~ No. ~ No. ~ No. ~ Imp. Yes No uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 36 78 
+2 9 20 1 100 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 1 2 
Total 46 100 1 100 
+3 58 72 3 44 
+2 15 19 1 14 
+1 2 2 1 14 
-1 1 14 
-2 1 14 
-3 
NR 6 7 
Total 81 100 7 100 
2 67 +3 
+2 
1 33 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 100 
2 67 r +3 --
+2 
1 33 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 100 
95 
90 10 
92 5 
94 6 
50 25 
100 
100 
5 
100 
3 
25 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
...... 
o 
\.W 
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The criterion that the school district has an appeal 
procedure established for the teacher in case the teacher 
disagrees with the administrative evaluation received a 59 
percent "yes N response (Table 15). The Class AAA schools 
had a 72 percent "yes" response while the Class ! schools had 
a 51 percent response. The "degree of importance" resulted 
in 60 percent of the principals rating the criterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important". The 
Class Ai schools had the highest percentage response with 72 
percent, while the Class! schools had the lowest with a 50 
percent response to either "very important" or "moderately 
important N ., Of those who responded "no" 34 percent rated 
the criterion as either "very important" or "moderately 
important" while 78 percent of those who responded "yes" 
rated the criterion in these two categories (Table 16). 
The criterion that the teachers on the principal's staff 
know what is written in their evaluation file received a 90 
percent If yes" response (Table 17). The Class AA! schools had 
the highest percentage "yes" response with 96 percent and the 
Class A schools had the lowest "yes" response with 87 percent. 
The "degree of importance" rating resulted in 86 percent of 
the principals rating the 'criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important". The Class A.A schools had a 
90 percent response in these two categories, while the Class 
A schools had the lowest percentage response in these two 
categories with 83 percent. Of those that responded "yes" 
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Table 15 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The School District has an Appeal 
Procedure Established for the Teacher in Case the 
Teacher Disagrees with the Administrative 
Evaluation 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 106 59 Very Important 61 34 
No 67 37 Moderately " 47 26 
Uncertain 7 4 Slightly II 44 24 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 11 6 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " 2 1 
No Response 14 8 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 28 72 Very Important 17 44 
No 9 23 Moderately " 10 26 
Uncertain 2 5 Slightly " 7 18 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 2 5 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 
Very " No Response 3 7 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 32 64 Very Important 17 34 
No 18 36 Moderately " 19 38 
Uncertain Slightly " 9 18 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 3 6 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very " 1 2 
No Response 1 2 
Total 50 100 
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Table 15 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent S:tatement Number Percent 
Yes 46 51 Very Important 27 )0 
No 40 44 Moderately " 18 20 
Uncertain 5 5 Slightly " 28 )1 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 6 7 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " 1 1 
No Response 10 10 
Total 91 100 
Table 16 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The School District has an Appeal 
Procedure Established for the Teacher in Case the Teacher Disagrees with the 
Administrative Evaluation 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of. Degree of Importance {in Percent) 
Imp. No. 2b No. % No. % No. %: Im:e- Yes No Uncertain soinet~ziles total 
+3 49 46 11 16 
+2 34 32 12 18 
+1 15 14 25 38 
-1 11 16 
-2 1 1 
-3 2 3 
NR 8 8 5 7 
Total 106 100 67 100 
+3 15 54 2 22 
+2 9 32 1 12 
+1 2 7 4 44 
-1 2 22 
-2 
-J 
NR 2 7 
Total 28 100 9 100 
1 14 +3 80 
1 14 +2 72 
4 58 +1 34 
-1 
-2 
1 14 
-3 
7 100 
+3 88 
+2 90 
1 50 +1 29 
-1 
-2 
-J 
1 50 
2 100 
18 2 
26 2 
57 9 
100 
100 
100 
12 
10 
57 14 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
o 
.....;) 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 16 (Continued) 
Degree Prinoi2al'S Praotioe Res20nse Degree Relationship of Praotioe 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importanoe (in Percent) 
Imp. No- ~ No. % No. % NOt % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Som~times Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
15 47 
13 41 
4 12 
32 100 
12 26 
12 26 
9 20 
6 13 
1 2 
1 2 
5 11 
46 100 
2 10 
6 JJ 
5 28 
3 17 
- --
1 6 
1 6 
18 100 
14 35 
5 13 
16 40 
5 12 
40 100 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 20 +3 
1 20 +2 
3 60 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
5 100 
88 12 
68 32 
44 56 
100 
-- 100 
70 26 
67 28 
32 57 
100 
100 
100 
4 
5 
11 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
o 
ex> 
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Table 17 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff Know What is Written in Their Evaluation File 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 16J 90 Very Important 122 68 
No lJ 7 Moderately " 33 18 
Uncertain 3 2 Slightly /I 12 7 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately " 
Very II 1 1 
No Response 11 5 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Prcactice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 37 96 Very Important 29 74 
No 1 2 rvloderately " 5 13 
Uncertain 1 2 Slightly " 3 18 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 
Very " 
No Response 2 5 
'rotal 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Prcactice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 47 94 Very Important 36 72 
No 3 6 Moderately " 9 18 
Uncertain Slightly If 3 6 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately /I 
Very " 
No Response 2 4 
Total 50 100 
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Table 17 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 79 87 Very Important 57 62 
No 9 10 Moderately " 19 21 
Uncertain 2 2 Slightly " 6 7 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 
Very " 1 1 No Response 7 8 
Total 91 100 
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93 percent of the respondents rated the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important" (Table 18). In 
addition, the total of the "very important" ratings was 98 
percent of the principals following the practice. 
The criterion that the school district has a written 
dismissal procedure for teachers received a 63 percent "yes" 
response (Table 19). The Class AAA had the highest percent-
age "yes" response with 77 percent, and the Class A had the 
lowest with a 54 percent "yes" response. The "degree of 
importance" resulted in 72 percent of the principals rating 
the criterion as either "very important" or "moderately 
important". The Class AAA schools and AA schools were 
similar with a 75 percent and 76 percent total response re-
spectively for either "very important" or "moderately 
important". The Class A schools had a response of 68 per-
cent in these two categories. Of those responding "no" 48 
percent rated the criterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important" while 88 percent of those that responded 
"yes" rated it in these two categories (Table 20). 
The criterion that the teachers on the principal's 
staff understand the whole process of the teacher eValuation 
program. received a 59 percent "yes" response (Table 21). 
The Class AAA, AA, and A schools were similar with 59. 58. 
and 59 percent respectively_ The "degree of importance" 
indicated 80 percent of the principals rated the criterion 
as either "very important" or ftmoderately important". The 
Table 18 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rati~ of the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff Know What ~s Written in Their Evaluation File 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. % No. % No. % No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain sometimes Total 
+3 120 74 2 15 
+2 31 19 1 8 
+1 5 3 5 39 
-1 1 1 
-2 -- --
-3 -- -- 1 8 
NR 6 3 4 30 
Total 163 100 13 100 
+3 29 78 
+2 5 14 
+1 1 3 1 100 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 5 
Total 37 100 1 100 
+3 
1 33 +2 
2 67 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 100 
+3 
+2 
1 100 +1 
-1 
-2 
-) 
1 100 
98 2 
94 3 
42 42 
100 
100 
100 
100 
34 33 
3 
16 
33 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
..... 
l\) 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 18 (Continued) 
Degree PrinciRal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent2 
Imp. No. % No. % No. ! No. %: Imp_ Ye$ No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 35 75 1 33 
+2 9 19 
+1 2 4 1 33 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 1 2 1 34 
Total 47 100 3 100 
+3 56 71 1 11 
+2 17 22 1 11 
+1 2 3 3 33 
-1 1 1 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 3 3 34 
Total 79 100 9 100 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
+3 
1 50 +2 
1 50 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 100 
97 3 
100 
67 33 
98 2 
90 5 
33 50 
100 
-- 100 
5 
17 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
..... 
\..0.) 
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Table 19 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The School District has a Written 
Dismissal Procedure for Teachers 
Practice is 
TOTAL ALL SOHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 113 63 Very Important 94 53 No 59 32 Moderately It 35 19 Uncertain 7 4 Slightly .. 22 12 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 7 4 
Total 180 100 Moderately Q 1 1 
Very " 4 2 No Response 17 9 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent statement Number P~rcent 
Yes 30 77 Very Important 23 60 
No 7 18 Moderately It 6 15 
Uncertain 2 5 Slightly Q 4 10 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately Q 
Very .. 
No Response 6 15 
Total 39 100 
Practice is 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed NW!ber Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 34 68 Very Important 29 58 
No 16 32 Moderately If 9 18 
Uncertain Slightly It 5 10 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 2 4 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 1 2 
Very It 2 4 
No Response 2 4 
Total 50 100 
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Table 19 (Continued) 
Practice is 
TOTAL A §QHOO~S 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 49 54 Very Important 42 46 
No 36 40 Moderately h 20 22 
Uncertain .5 5 Slightly .. 13 14 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 5 6 
Total 91 100 Moderately It 
Very " 2 2 No Response 9 10 
Total 91 100 
Table 20 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The School District has a 
Written Dismissal Procedure for Teachers 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of - Yes N~ Unc~r~ain Somet~mes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp, :No. ! No. ~ :Np~ :~: :No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+.3 81 72 11 19 
+2 18 16 17 29 
+1 6 
.5 14 24 
-1 7 11 
-2 1 2 
-3 4 2 NR 8 7 .5 8 
Total 113 100 59 100 
+3 21 70 2 29 
+2 
.5 17 1 14 
+1 1 3 3 43 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 10 1 14 
Total .30 100 7 100 
2 29 +3 86 
+2 .51 
2 29 +1 27 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 42 
7 100 
+3 91 
+2 83 
+1 2.5 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 100 
2 100 
12 2 
49 
64 9 
100 
100 
100 
9 
17 
7.5 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
..... 
0\ 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 20 (Continued) 
Degree Principal1s Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain SometImes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Im~ No~L_No. __ jL_NQ.j~ No. % IlJlP ... Xej:l No Uno~}:":tt:d.nS_ometim~s_TQtal 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
27 79 
5 15 
1 3 
1 3 
34 100 
3) 68 
8 16 
4 8 
4 8 
49 100 
2 13 
4 25 
4 25 
2 13 
1 6 
2 13 
1 7 
16 100 
7 19 2 40 
12 34 
7 19 2 40 
5 14 
- --
2 6 
3 8 1 20 
36 100 5 100 
+3 93 
+2 56 
+1 20 
-1 
-2 
-) 
+3 79 
+2 40 
+1 31 
-1 
-2 
-3 
7 
44-
80 
100 
100 
100 
17 4 
60 
54 15 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
..... 
.....:J 
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Table 21 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement. The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff Understand the Whole Process of the Teacher 
Evaluation Program 
~ractlce Is TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 106 59 Very Important 87 49 
No 28 75 Moderately .. 56 31 Uncertain 45 25 Slightly .. 22 12 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 2 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately .. 
Very If 
No Response 13 7 
Total 180 100 
PractIce Is 
T~AL AAA SCHOOLS 
iiiportance of 
Followld Number Plrcent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 23 59 Very Important 20 51 
No 5 13 Moderately If 12 31 
Uncertain 11 28 Slightly .. 4 10 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately .. 
Very It 
No Response 3 8 
Total 39 100 
Practice is 
T~AL ~ SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Fgllgwed Number Plrceni Siatement Number Percenj; 
Yes 29 58 Very Important 25 SO 
No 8 16 Moderately " 15 30 
Uncertain 13 26 Slightly .. 7 14 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 
--
Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately It 
Very .. 
No Response 3 6 
Total 50 100 
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Table 21 (Continued) 
Practice is 
TQTAL A §CHQQL§ 
Importance of 
FollSnved Number Percent Statemen:!; Number Percent 
Yes .54 .59 Very Important 42 46 
No 1.5 17 Moderately It 29 )2 
Uncertain 21 2) Slightly II 11 12 
Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 2 J 
Total 91 100 Moderately .. 
Very " --No Response 7 7 
Total 91 100 
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Class AAA schools had an 82 percent response in these two 
categories, compared with the Class A schools response of 78 
peroent. Of those principals responding "yes". 88 percent 
rated the oriterion as either "very important" or "moder-
ately important" while those responding "no" had 68 percent 
rating the criterion as either "very important" or "moder-
ately important" (Table 22)0 
The criterien that the school district has a policy of 
constantly evaluating and updating the teacher evaluation 
program received a 44 percent "yes" response (Table 2)0 The 
Class AAA schools had the highest percentage "yes" response 
with 62 percent. while the Class AA had the lowest percent-
age "yes" response with 34 percent. Class A had a 42 per-
cent response to "yes"41 The "degree of importance U resulted 
in 6) percent of the principals rating the oriterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important" 0 The 
Class AAA schools rated the criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important" with a 72 percent response. 
The Class AA and A schools were similar with a 60 percent and 
61 percent response respectively for either "very important" 
or "moderately important". Of those responding "yes", 82 
percent of the principals rated the criterion as either "very 
important" or "moderately important" while 49 percent of 
those principals responding "no" rated the criterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important" (Table 24). 
The criterion that the outstanding teacher, as 
Table 22 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff Understand the Whole Process of the Teacher Evaluation Program 
Degree Principal's Practice Response pegree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes to Degree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp.' NQt % No. % No. % No. %. Imp_ Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
TOTAL +3 62 58 10 36 15 33 +3 71 12 17 100 
ALL +2 32 30 9 32 15 33 +2 57 16 27 100 
SCHOOLS +1 5 5 8 29 9 20 +1 23 36 41 100 
-1 1 1 1 3 -1 50 50 100 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 6 6 6 14 
Total 106 100 28 100 45 100 
TOTAL +3 14 61 2 40 4 36 +3 70 10 20 100 
AAA +2 6 26 2 40 4 36 +2 50 16 34 100 
SCHOOLS +1 1 4 1 20 2 18 +1 25 25 50 100 
-1 -1 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 2 9 1 10 
Total 23 100 5 100 11 100 
..... 
I\) 
..... 
Table 22 (Continued) 
Degree PrinciQal's Practice ResQonse 
of es No Uncertain SometImes 
Imo. Noo 0 No. iI! No. No. 
TOTAL +3 18 62 2 24 5 38 +3 
AA +2 8 28 3 38 4 31 +2 SCHOOLS +1 1 3 3 38 3 23 +1 
-1 -1 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 2 7 1 8 
Total 29 100 8 100 13 100 
TOTAL +3 30 56 6 40 6 29 +3 
A +2 18 33 4 27 7 33 +2 SCHOOLS +1 3 5 '+ 27 4 19 +1 
-1 1 2 1 6 -1 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 2 '+ 4 19 
Total 54 100 15 100 21 100 
Relationship of Practice to 
Degree of ImEortance 'in Percentl 
Yes 
72 
rZ 
72 
62 
28 
50 
No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
8 20 
20 27 
43 43 
14 14 
14 24 
36 36 
50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
N 
N 
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Table 23 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The School District has a Policy 
of Constantly Evaluating and Updating the Teacher 
Evaluation Program 
PractIce is 
TOTAL AL~ SOHOOLS 
;'Importanoe of 
Followed Number PI£cent Stliemeni Number Percent 
Yes ~4 44 Very Important 58 32 No 47 Moderately " ,56 31 Uncertain 16 8 Slightly " 39 22 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 9 5 Total 180 100 Moderately " 2 1 
Very It 2 1 
No Response 14 8 
Total 180 100 
T~AL AAA SCHQOL~ 
Practice Is Importanoe of 
lQllo!ed Number Percent Statement Number PI ro ent 
Yes 24 62 Very Important 16 41 
No 11 28 Moderately .. 12 31 
Uncertain 4 10 Slightly " 8 21 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately It 
Very .. 
No Response 3 7 
Total 39 100 
PractIce Is 
TO~AL AA SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 17 34 Very Important 10 20 
No 29 58 Moderately " 20 40 
Uncertain 4 8 Slightly " 12 24 Sometimes Slightly 
6 No Response Unimportant 3 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 1 2 
Very .. 
No Response 4 8 
Total 50 100 
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Table 23 (Continued) 
PractIce is TOT~ A §CHQQL§ Importance of 
Follo)!!d l'imgb!r P~rc!nt Statement Number Peroent 
Yes ~ 42 Very Important 32 ~g No 48 Moderately " 24 
Uncertain 8 9 Slightly " 19 21 Sometimes Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 6 7 
Total 91 100 Moderately .. 1 1 
Very " 2 2 No Response 7 8 
Total 91 100 
Table 24 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The School District has a Policy 
of Constantly Evaluating and Updating the Teacher Evaluation Program 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
to Yes No Uncertain Sometimes to Degree of Importance (in Percent} 
Imp. No., ~ No. ! No. ~ No. ~ Imp. Yes No:~ncerta~ Sometimes Total 
+3 42 53 14 17 
+2 23 29 27 32 
+1 10 13 25 30 
-1 1 1 8 10 
-2 2 2 
-3 2 2 
NR ) 4 6 7 
Total 79 100 84 100 
+3 12 50 4 )6 
+2 9 )8 2 18 
+1 1 4 5 46 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 8 
Total 24 100 11 100 
2 13 +3 73 
6 37 +2 41 
4 25 +1 26 
-1 11 
-2 
-) 
4 25 
16 100 
+) 75 
2 25 +2 75 
2 50 +1 12 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 25 
4 100 
24 3 
48 11 
64 10 
89 
100 
100 
25 
17 8 
63 25 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
"'"'" l\)
\J'\ 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 24 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp_ NOt ~ No. ~ No. ! No. ! Imp_ Yes No Uncertain sometimes Total 
+3 5 29 4 14 
+2 6 36 13 45 
+1 5 29 6 21 
-1 3 10 
-2 1 3 
-3 
NR 1 6 2 7 
Total 17 100 29 100 
+3 25 66 6 13 
+2 8 21 12 27 
+1 4 11 14 32 
-1 1 2 5 12 
-2 1 2 
-3 2 5 
NR 4 9 
Total 38 100 44 100 
1 25 +3 50 
1 25 +2 ~~ 1 25 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 25 
4 100 
1 13 +3 78 
4 50 +2 33 
1 13 +1 21 
-1 16 
-2 
-3 
2 24 
8 100 
40 10 
65 5 
50 8 
100 
100 
19 3 
50 17 
74 5 
84 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
I\) 
0\ 
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Table 25 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Outstanding Teacher, as 
Identified by the Teacher Evaluation Program is 
Recognized and/or Rewarded in Some Way Other 
Than a Written Evaluation 
Practice is 
TOTAL ALL SOHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 6 3 Very Important 20 11 
No 139 77 Moderately " 24 14 
Uncertain 2 1 Slightly 
" 71 39 Sometimes 30 17 Slightly 
No Response 
.3 2 Unimportant 17 9 
Total 180 100 Moderately It 6 4 
Very " 15 8 No Response 27 15 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 1 3 Very Important 4 10 
No 34 87 Moderately ff 5 1.3 
Uncertain 1 .3 Slightly " 14 .36 Sometimes 
.3 7 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 .3 
Total 
.39 100 Moderately " 1 .3 
Very ft 5 1.3 
No Response 9 22 
Total .39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 
.3 6 Very Important 5 10 No 36 72 Moderately " 10 20 
Uncertain Slightly tt 18 .36 
Sometimes 10 20 Slightly 
16 No Response 1 2 Unimportant 8 
Total 50 100 Moderately tt 
Very tt .3 6 
No Response 6 12 
Total 50 100 
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Table 25 (Continued) 
Practice is 
TQTAL A SCHOQLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 2 2 Very Important 11 12 
No 69 76 Moderately " 9 10 
Uncertain 1 1 Slightly h 39 43 
Sometimes 17 19 Slightly 
No Response 2 2 Unimportant 8 9 
Total 91 100 Moderately .. 5 5 
Very It 7 8 
No Response 12 13 
Total 91 100 
Table 26 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Outstanding Teacher, .as 
Identified by the Teacher Evaluation Program, is Recognized and/or Rewarded in 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Some Way other Than a Written Evaluation 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance {in Percent} 
Imp. No • ~ NQ. 2§ No. ~ No • ~ - Ime. Yes No Uncertain sometimes T ot~ 
+3 3 50 9 6 
+2 3 50 11 7 --
+1 62 45 
-1 16 12 
-2 -,... 5 4 1 50 
-3 15 11 
NR 21 15 1 50 
Total 6 100 139 100 2 100 
+3 2 6 
+2 1 100 4 12 
+1 13 38 
-1 1 .3 
-2 1 3 
-3 5 15 
NR 8 23 1 100 
Total 1 100 34 100 1 100 
8 27 +3 15 45 
10 33 +2 13 46 
9 30 +1 87 
1 3 -1 94 
-2 8.3 
-3 100 
2 7 
30 100 
2 27 +3 50 
+2 20 80 
1 
.3.3 +1 9.3 
-1 100 
-2 100 
-.3 100 
3 100 
40 
41 
1.3 
6 
17 
50 
7 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
N 
\0 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 26 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. ~ No. ~ No. 2! No. ~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 1 33 2 6 
+2 2 67 5 14 
+1 14 39 
-1 8 22 
-2 
-3 ~ 8 NR 11 
Total 3 100 36 100 
+3 2 100 5 7 
+2 2 3 
+1 35 51 
-1 7 10 
-2 4 6 1 100 
-3 7 10 
NR 9 13 
Total 1 100 69 100 1 100 
2 20 +) 20 
3 30 +2 20 
4 40 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 10 
10 100 
4 24 +3 18 
7 40 +2 
4 24 +1 
1 6 -1 
-2 
-3 
1 6 
17 100 
40 40 
50 )0 
78 22 
100 
100 
46 36 
22 '18 
90 10 
88 12 
80 20 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
\.U 
o 
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identified by the teacher eValuation prGgram, is recognized 
and/or rewarded in some way other than a written eValuation 
received a 3 peroent "yes" response (Table 25). The Class 
AA sohools had a 6 percent "yes" response, and the Class AAA 
and A sehQols ) percent and 2 percent "yes" response respec-
tively. 'fhe "degree of importance" resulted in a 25 percent 
response as either "very important U or "moderately important", 
and a 39 percent response of "slightly important". The Class 
Ai schools rated the criterion as either "slightly important" 
or "slightly unimportant" with a 52 percent response. as did 
the Class A schools. Of those principals responding "no" 13 
peroent rated the oriterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important" while 57 percent rated it as "slightly 
important b or .. slightly unimportant". Those Class AA and A. 
principals responding "no" had 61 percent rating the criterion 
as either "slightly important" or "slightly unimportant" 
(Table 26). 
Those respondents who responded with a "yes" or "some-
times" regarding rewards to outstanding teaohers, indicated 
the types of rewards or recognitions given (Table 27). Com-
mendation either with the school board or administrative was 
utilized the most frequently. Community acknowledgement and 
money were next in importance. As indicated by Table 25, 77 
percent of the principals did not follow the practice of re-
warding the outstanding teacher. 
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Table 27 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Question Regarding Rewards to the Outstanding 
Teacher as Identified by the Teacher Evaluation Program 
A.AA AA. A 
Total School School SchGol Rewards Response RespGnse Response Response 
Money 14 2 5 7 Board Commendation 16 2 6 8 
Community 
Acknowledgement 16 4 4 8 
Other 
Promotion 4 2 1 
Administrative 
Commendation 4 4 
The criterion that the formal observations, involving 
classroom visitations in order to objectively eValuate the 
teacher's instructional performance is utilized in the prin-
cipal's eValuation program received an 89 percent If yes" re-
sponse (Table 28).' The Class !!A, !A, and A schools had 
similar responses with a 90, 90, and 89 percent respectively-
The "degree of importance" resulted in 77 percent of the 
principals rating the criterion as either "very important lf 
or "moderately important". The Class AA schools had an 85 
percent response in these two categories, while the Class A 
and AA schools had a 76 percent and 74 percent response 
respectively in these two categories- Of those that responded 
"yes", 80 percent rated the criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important U , and 60 percent of those that 
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Table 28 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, Formal Observations, Involving 
Classroom Visitations in Order to Objectively Evaluate 
the Teacher's Instructional Performance is Utilized 
in the Principal's Evaluation Program 
Practice is T~AL ALL SCHOOLS Importance of 
FgllQwed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 161 89 Very Important 90 50 
No 3 2 Moderately It 49 27 Uncertain Slightly It 22 13 Sometimes 15 8 Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportnat 4 2 
Total 180 100 Moderately .. --
Very .. 
No Response 15 8 
Total 180 100 
~QT~ AAA SCHOOLi 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Pircent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 35 90 Very Important 21 54 
No Moderately .. 12 31 
Uncertain Slightly It 2 5 
Sometimes 4 10 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately .. 
Very .. 
No Response 4 10 
Total 39 100 
Practice Is 
TOTAL AA SCH~LS 
Impo ance of 
FQllowed Nymber Percent Statement Number P~rcent 
Yes 45 90 Very Importnat 27 54 
No Moderately It 10 20 
Uncertain Slightly It 10 20 
Sometimes 5 10 Slightly No Response Unimportant 1 2 
Total 50 100 Moderately It 
Very II 
No Response 2 14 
Total 50 100 
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Table 28 (Oontinued) 
practice Is 
TQ~AL·A §OHQQLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 81 89 Very Important 42 46 
No 3 3 Moderately " 21 30 
uncertain Slightly tt 10 11 
Sometimes 6 1 Slightly 
No Response 1 1 Unimportant 3 3 
Total 91 100 Moderately II Very .. 
No Response. 9 10 
Total 91 100 
Table 29 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. Formal Observations. Involving 
Classroom Visitations in Order to Objectively Evaluate the Teacher's Instructional 
Performance is Utilized in the Principal's Evaluation Program 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
Ali 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp_ No_ ~ No. ~ No. ! No. ~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 86 53 
+2 43 27 1 33 
+1 18 11 1 33 
-1 4 3 
-2 
-3 
NR 10 6 1 34 
Total 161 100 3 100 
+3 21 60 
+2 10 28 
+1 2 6 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 6 
Total 35 100 
4 27 +3 
5 33 +2 
3 20 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 20 
15 100 
+3 
2 50 +2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 50 
4 100 
96 4 
88 2 10 
82 
.5 13 
100 
100 
83 17 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
I..J,) 
\.1\ 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 29 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance ~in Percent) 
Imp- No. ~ No. % No. % No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain sometimes Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
27 60 
2 18 
7 16 
1 2 
2 4 
45 100 
38 47 
25 31 
9 11 
3 4 
6 7 
81 100 
1 33 
1 33 
1 34 
3 100 
+3 
2 40 +2 
3 60 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
- --5 100 
4 66 +3 
1 17 +2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 17 
6 100 
100 
80 
70 
100 
91 
92 
90 
100 
4 
10 
100 
20 100 
30 100 
9 
4 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
\.U 
0\ 
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responded "sometimes" rated the criterion as either "very 
important" or 'tmoderately important" (Table 29) 
Those schools that utilized an observation system were 
asked to indicate the people that were involved in the formal 
observations. There were two schools that did not utilize an 
observation system as part of their eValuation system. Of 
the schools that were using formal observation as part of 
their eValuation program, 99 percent indicated that the prin-
cipal was involved in the evaluation process. As indicated 
by Table 30, the assistant principal is utilized more in the 
AAA schools and the superintendent is utilized more in the 
Class A schools. 
Table 30 
Responses. of Selected.Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the question of the personnel Involved in the 
Formal Observations 
A.AA. AA. A 
Total School School School 
Personnel Response Response Response Response 
Principal 116 39 50 81 
Assistant Principal 38 31 6 1 
Superintendent 38 4 8 26 
Department Chairmen 25 16 2 7 
Teachers 10 1 1 8 
Curriculum Specialists 1 1 Other 
Students 2 1 1 
Counselor 2 2 
Board Members 1 1 
Education Committee 1 1 
Assistant Superintendent1 1 
Consultants 1 1 
In-Service 1 1 
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The criterion that the reliability of the formal ob-
servation of a teacher increases with the number of formal 
observations of that teaoher received a 59 percent response 
of "yes", and a 27 percent "sometimes" response (Table 31). 
The "yes" response of the Class AAA, A.A, and A schools was 
59 percent. 52 percent, and 62 percent respectively. The 
ttsometimes'~; response was similar with the ClassJ,.A.A.A and A 
schools with 28 percent ana 20 percent respectively. The 
Class AA schools had a 40 percent "sometimes" response. The 
"degree of importance" resw. ted in 51 peroent of the prin-
cipals rating the oriterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important". The Class AAA sohools had a 59 per-
cent response to these two oategories, while the Class A.A 
schools had the lowest peroentage response with 54 peroent 
in these categories. Of those principals that responded 
"yes" 84 percent rated the criterion as either livery impor-
tant" or "moderately important" (Table 32). 
Tables 33, 34, 35, and 36 refer to data asked of the 
principals regarding their formal eValuation frequency. In 
Table 33. the minimum number of formal eValuations conducted 
on teachers on the principal's staff is reported. The aver-
age minimum number of eValuations per school year for all 
the schools was two. The Class AAA and A schools came out 
the same with 2.2, and the Class AA school was the lowest with 
an average of 1.6 minimum formal eValuations conducted on 
each teacher on the principal's staff. There were 20 percent 
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Table 31 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the state of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Reliability of the Formal 
Observation of a Teacher Increases with the Number 
of Formal Observations of that Teacher 
Jlractioe is TQfAL ~L §~HOQLS Importance of 
Followed Number Pe[cent statement Number Percent 
Yes 106 59 Very Important 44 24 
No 10 6 Moderately It 
'5 ~4 Uncertain 9 .5 Slightly It Sometimes 49 27 Slightly 
No Response 6 3 Unimportant 8 4 
Total 180 100 Moderately It --Very It 1 1 
No Response 25 14 
Total 180 100 
~QTAL AAA SCHQOL§ 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 23 59 Very Important 12 31 
No 2 5 Moderately " 11 28 Unoertain 3 8 Slightly If 12 31 Sometimes 11 28 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 3 
Total 39 100 Moderately ft 
Very ft 
No Response 3 7 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Pra.ctIce Is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent statement Number Percent 
Yes 26 52 Very Important 11 22 
No 1 2 Moderately n 16 32 
Uncertain 2 4 Slightly " 15 30 Sometimes 20 40 Slightly 
No Response 1 2 Unimportant 1 2 
Total 50 100 Moderately " 
Very ,. 
No Response 7 14 
Total 50 100 
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Table 31 (Continued) 
PractIce is TO~AL A SOHOOllS Importance of 
Follglled Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 57 63 Very Important 21 23 
No , 8 Moderately It 32 35 
uncertain 4 Slightly II 16 18 
Sometimes 18 20 Slightly 
No Response 5 5 Unimportant 6 7 
Total 91 100 Moderately tf 
Very If 1 1 
No Response 15 16 
Total 91 100 
Table 32 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Reliability of the Formal 
Observation of a Teacher Increases with the Number of Formal Observations of 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
That Teacher 
Degree. Principal's Practice Reseonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. % NOt :~ Ne. % No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Som~times Totai 
+3 44 42 
+2 45 42 1 11 
+1 8 8 4 40 4 45 
-1 1 1 6 60 1 11 
-2 
-3 1 1 
NR 7 6 3 33 
Total 106 100 10 100 9 100 
+3 12 52 
+2 9 39 
+1 2 100 2 67 
-1 1 33 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 9 
Total 23 100 2 100 3 100 
+3 100 
13 27 +2 76 
27 55 +1 19 
-1 13 
-2 
-) 
9 18 
49 100 
+3 100 
2 18 +2 82 
8 73 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 9 
11 100 
--
2 22 
9 9 63 
74 13 
18 
17 17 66 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
~ 
..... 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 32 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance 'in Percent) 
Imp. No. ! NQ. ~ No. ~ No. ~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain sometimes Total 
+3 11 42 
+2 8 32 1 50 
+1 3 12 1 50 
-1 1 100 
-2 
-3 
NR 4 15 
Total 26 100 1 100 2 100 
+3 21 ,~ +2 28 
+1 5 9 2 29 1 25 
-1 1 2 5 71 
-2 
-3 1 2 
NR 1 2 , 75 
Total 57 100 7 100 100 
+3 100 
7 35 +2 50 
11 55 +1 20 
-1 
-2 
-) 
2 10 
20 100 
+3 100 
4 22 +2 88 
8 45 +1 31 
-- -1 17 
6 33 -2 
-) 
18 100 
6 44 
7 73 100 . 
12 
13 6 50 
83 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
~ 
N 
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of the principals that marked minimum. 
Table 33 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Question Regarding the Minimum Number of 
Formal Evaluations Conducted on Teachers on the 
Principal's Staff 
All AA A 
Total School School School 
Number of' Response Response Response Response 
Evaluations No. 
" 
No. " No. % Noo % 
One 46 26 10 26 21 42 1.5 17 
Two 4.5 2.5 10 26 12 24 23 2.5 
Three l' 11 4 11 1 2 14 1.5 
Four 8 3 1 1 2 4 .s 6 
Five 3 2 3 8 
Six 1 1 1 1 
Minimum 36 20 7 18 7 14 22 24 
No Response 22 12 4 10 7 14 11 12 
Total 180 100 39 100 50 100 91 100 
Average Number 2.0 2.2 1.6 2.2 
Table 34. refers to the maximum number of formal evalu-
ations conducted on teachers on the principal's staff. The 
average maximum number for all of the schools was 4.8 evalu-
ations for each teacher. Class AAA had the highest average 
with 5.4 eValuations, and Class AA had the lowest with 4.4 
evaluations. Class A had 4.8 formal eValuations conducted on 
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teaohers on the principal~,s staff. There were 4.5 percent of 
the principals who did not respond. This compares to 12 per-
cent who did not respond te the minimum number of formal 
evaluations. 
Table 34 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Question Regarding the Maximum number of 
Formal Evaluations Conducted on Teachers on the 
Prineipal's Staff 
AAA AA A 
Total School Sehool Scaool 
Number of Response Response Response Response 
Evaluations NOe 
" 
No. ,; No. % No. 
" 
Two 6 J 1 J 2 4 J 3 
Three 18 10 4 10 8 16 6 7 
Four 23 13 1 J .5 10 17 19 
Five 14 8 4 10 J 6 7 8 
Six 12 7 4 10 :; 6 .5 6 
Seven 4 2 1 J 2 4 1 1 
Eight 
.5 J :; 8 2 2 
Nine 1 1 1 1 
Ten 4 2 1 :; 1 2 2 2 
Maximum 12 6 6 1.5 :; 6 J :3 
No Response 31 4.5 14 35 23 46 44 48 
Total 180 100 39 100 .50 100 91 100 
Average Number 4.8 .5.4 4.4 4.8 
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Table 35. refers to the minimum number of formal 
evaluations conducted on teachers on the principal's staff 
by the principal. The average was 1.9 minimum eValuations 
on each teacher for all the schools. The Class A schools 
had the highest number with 2.2 evaluations, and Class II 
had the lowest with 1.6 evaluations. Class All had 1.8 
formal eValuations on each teacher. There were 13 percent 
of the principals that did not respond. 
Table 35 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa· to the Question Regarding the Minimum NWDber of 
Formal Evaluations Conduoted on Teachers on the 
Principal's Staff by the Principal 
All AJ.. A 
Total School School School 
Number of Response Response Response Response 
Evaluations No. % No. % No. % No. % 
One 46 26 12 31 20 40 14 15 
Two 43 24 6 15 12 24 25 21 
Three 24 13 6 15 2 4 16 18 
Four 1 4 1 3 2 4 4 4 
Minimum 36 20 7 18 1 14 22 25 
No Response 24 13 1 18 .2 14 10 11 
Total 180 100 39 100 50 100 91 100 
Average Number 109 108 1.6 2.2 
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Table 36 refers to the maximum number of formal evalu-
ations conducted on teachers on the principal's staff by the 
principal. The average was 4.3 maximum eValuations on each 
teacher for all the schools. The Class !Ai had the lowest 
average with 3.9 evaluations, while the Class AA and A schools 
had a 4.4 average of evaluations on each teacher. There were 
42 percent of the principals that did not respond to the 
maximum number of evaluations conducted by the principal. 
Table 36 
Responses of Selected Seconda~ Principals in the state of 
Iowa to the Question Regard1ng the Maximum Number of 
Formal Evaluations Conducted on Teachers on the 
Principal's Staff by the Principal 
Ali AA A 
Total School School School 
Number of Response Response Response Response 
Evaluations No. % No. % No. % NOe % 
One 1 1 1 3 
Two 12 7 2 5 4 8 6 ? 
Three 23 13 5 13 7 14 11 12 
Four 21 12 3 8 5 10 13 14 
Five 12 7 2 5 3 6 7 8 
Six 9 5 4 10 2 4 3 4 
Seven 3 2 2 4 1 1 
Eight 2 1 2 2 
Nine 2 1 1 2 1 1 
Ten 3 2 1 2 2 2 
Maximum 14 7 6 15 4 8 4 4 
No Response 28 42 16 41 21 42 41 45 
Total 180 100 39 100 50 100 91 100 
Average Number 4 .. 3 3·9 404 4.4 
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The criterion that formal observations are made more 
frequently on iRexperienced teachers on the principal's 
staff received an 88 percent "yes" response (Table 37). 
Class AA had the highest percentage "yes" response with 94 
percent, and Class A had the lowest with an 84 percent "yes" 
response. The "degree of importance" resulted in 83 percent 
of the principals rating the oriterion as either "very 
important" or "moderately important". Class AAA, il. and A 
schools were similar in their "yes" responses with 85 per-
cent. 84 percent, and 82 percent, respectively. Of those 
who responded "yes", 89 percent rated the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important" (Table 38). The 
total of the "very important" ratings was made up by 99 per-
cent of the principals who had responded "yes". 
The criterion that the formal observation process 
will be more reliable if more than one person is involved in 
the observing process received a 76 percent "yes" response 
(Table 39). The Class All schools had an 85 percent "yes" 
response compared to the Class A "yes" response of 73 per-
cent. There were 18 percent of the principals that responded 
"sometimes". The "degree of importance lt resulted in 64 per-
cent of the principals rating the criterion as either "very 
important" or "moderately important". Class AAA had the 
highest percentage response in these two categories with 74 
percent, while the Class A schools had the lowest response 
with 60 percent in these two categories. Of those principals 
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Very Important 23 
Moderately h 10 
Slightly" 2 
Slightly 
Unimportant 
Moderately II 
Very tt 
No Response 4 
Total 39 
TOTAL AA SOHOOLS 
Importance of 
Number Percent Statement Number 
47 
2 
1 
50 
94 
4 
2 
100 
Very Important 
Moderately II 
Slightly " 
Slightly 
Unimportant 
Moderately It 
Very tl 
NQ Response 
Total 
31 
11 
3 
1 
4 
50 
56 
21 , 
1 
1 
59 
26 
5 
10 
100 
Percent 
62 
22 
6 
2 
8 
100 
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Table 37 (Continued) 
Practice is 
TQ1:AL A SQHOOL§ 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
-
Yes 76 84 Very Important 47 52 
No 5 5 Moderately " 21,' 30 
Uncertain Slightly II 7 8 
Sometimes 6 4 Slightly No Response 4 Unimportant 
Total 91 100 Moderately .. 
Very It 1 1 
No Response 8 9 
Total 91 100 
Table 38 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, Formal Observations are Made 
More Frequently on Inexperienced Teachers on the Principal's Staff 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp_ No- § No. ~ NOt % No- ~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
TOTAL +3 100 63 1 11 +3 99 1 100 
ALL +2 41 26 1 11 6 75 +2 85 2 13 100 
SCHOOLS +1 7 4 3 33 2 25 +1 58 25 17 100 
-1 1 11 -1 100 100 
-2 -2 
-3 1 11 -3 100 100 
NR 11 7 2 23 
Total 159 100 9 100 8 100 
TOTAL +3 23 64 +3 100 100 
AAA +2 8 22 1 50 1 100 +2 80 10 10 100 
SCHOOLS +1 1 3 1 50 +1 50 50 100 
-1 -1 
-2 -2 
-3 -3 
NR 4 11 
Total 36 100 2 100 1 100 
..... 
V\ 
o 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table )8 (Continued) 
Degree Principal1s Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. % No. % No- % No. %: Imp. Yes No UncePtain Sometimes Total 
+3 31 67 
+2 10 21 
+1 3 6 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 6 
Total 47 100 
+) 46 61 
+2 2) )0 
+1 3 4 
-1 
-2 
-) ....... 
NR 4 5 
Total 76 100 
1 100 
1 50 
1 50 
2 100 1 100 
1 20 
4 67 
2 40 2 33 
1 20 
1 20 
5 11)0 6 100 
+3 100 
+2 91 
+1 100 
-1 
-2 
-3 
+3 98 
+2 85 
+1 42 
-1 
-2 
-3 
100 
2 
29 
100 
9 100 
100 
100 
100 
1.5 100 
100 
..... 
\..J\ 
..... 
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Table 39 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, the Formal Observation Process 
will be More Reliable if More Than one Person is 
Involved in the Observing Process 
Practice is 
T~AL ALL SQHOOLS 
Importance of 
FollQwed Number Percent St!tement Number Percent 
Yes 137 76 Very Important 50 28 
No 6 3 Moderately It 64 36 
Uncertain -- Slightly It 39 21 
Sometimes 32 18 Slightly 
No Respol!lSe 5 J Unimportant 5 :3 
Total 180 100 Moderately It 
Very It 1 1 
No Response 21 11 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
PractIce is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 33 85 Very Important 14 36 No 1 3 Moderately It 15 38 
Uncertain Slightly .. 3 8 
Sometimes 5 12 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 3 
Total 39 100 Moderately U 
Very .. 
No Response 6 5 
Total 39 100 
PractIce Is 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Importanoe of 
Followed Number Peroent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 38 76 Very Important 8 16 No Moderately .. ~, 46 Unoertain Slightly It 28 
Sometimes 12 24 Slightly 4 No Response Unimportant 2 
Total 50 100 Moderately It 
Very It 
No Response. J 6 
Total 50 100 
1.53 
Table 39 (Oontinued) 
Practice is 
TQ~AL A SOHOOL§ 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 66 73 Very Important 28 31 
No 5 5 Moderately It 26 29 
Uncertain Slightly It 22 24 
Sometimes 15 17 Slightly 
No Response 5 S Unimportant 2 2 
Total 91 100 Moderately It --Very If 1 1 
No Response 12 13 
Total 91 100 
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responding "yes", 78 percent rated the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important" (Table 40). Of 
those responding "sometimes" 53 percent rated the criterion 
as "slightly important". 
The criterion that the formal observation is for the 
length of the class period or long enough to objectively 
observe the activity of the class resulted in an 87 percent 
"yes" response (Table 41). Class AA and A schools had an 
88 percent "yes" response t while the Class All schools had an 
82 percent "yes" response. The "degree of importance" re-
sulted in ?? percent of the principals rating the criterion 
as either "very important" or "moderately important". Class 
All schools had the highest percentage response with 79 
percent in these two categories while the Class AA schools 
had the lowest with a 74 percent response to either Avery 
importantA or "moderately important". Of those responding 
Uyes", 82 percent of the principals rated the criterion as 
ei ther "very important or "moderately important If (Table 42) e' 
The total "very important" ratings was composed of 99 per-
oent of prinoipals praoticing the oriterion. 
Table 43 refers to the average length of the prin-
cipal',s formal evaluation. The average length of all the 
schools resulted in a length of 36.9 minutes. The Class AA 
schools had the longest observation time with an average of 
39.5 minutes, while the Class A schools had an average of 
35.1 minutes. The Class AAA schools averaged 36.6 minutes. 
Table 40 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Formal Observation Process 
will be more Reliable if More than one Person is Involved in the Observing Process 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AU 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of De~ree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp. No. ~ No~ ~ No. ! NOe ! Imp. Yes No uncertaiU Sometimes Total 
+3 49 a~ 1 17 +2 57 1 17 
+1 22 16 
-1 2 32 
-2 
-3 1 17 
NR 9 6 1 17 
Total 137 100 6 100 
+3 14 42 
+2 13 40 
+1 2 6 
-1 1 100 
-2 
-3 
NR 4 12 
Total 33 100 1 100 
+3 98 
6 19 +2 89 
17 53 +1 56 
3 9 -1 
-2 
-3 
6 19 
32 100 
+3 100 
2 40 +2 87 
1 20 +1 67 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 40 
5 100 
2 
2 9 
44 
40 60 
100 
13 
33 
100 
--
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
\.n 
\.n 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 40 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice ResEonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance ~in Percent) 
Imp. No. ~ Noo % No. % No. % Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
8 21 
22 58 
6 16 
2 5 
38 100 
27 41 
22 33 
14 21 
3 5 
66 100 
1 20 
1 20 
1 20 
1 20 
1 20 
5 100 
+3 
1 8 +2 
8 67 +1 
2 17 -1 
-2 
-3 
1 8 
12 100 
+3 
3 20 +2 
8 53 +1 
1 7 -1 
-2 
-3 
3 20 
25 100 
100 
96 
43 
96 4 
85 
64 
4 
50 
--
4 
57 
100 
11 
36 
50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
\J'\ 
0\ 
, 
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Table 41 
Responses of Seleoted Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Formal Observation is for the 
Length of the Class Period or Long Enough to Objectively 
Observe the Activity of the Class 
Practioe is 
TOTAL ALL SCHOOL§ 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percen~ Statement Number Percent 
Yes 156 81 Very Important 14 41 No 2 1 Moderately It 64 36 Uncertain Slightly .. 21 15 Sometimes 19 11 Slightly 
No Response 3 1 Unimportant 
Total 180 100 Moderately It 
Very N 
No Response 15 8 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Sta.tement Number Percent 
Yes 32 82 Very Important 16 41 
No Moderately .. 15 38 
uncertain Slightly .. 3 8 Sometimes 1 18 Slightly 
No Response 
--
Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately .. 
Very It 
No Response 5 13 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL Ai §CHOQLS 
Praotice Is Importance of 
Percent _Followed Number Percent Statement Number 
Yes 44 88 Very Important 22 44 
No Moderately It 15 )0 
Unoertain Slightly N 11 22 
Sometimes 6 12 Slightly 
No Response 
-. Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately N --
Very It 
No Response 2 4 
Total 50 100 
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Table 41 (Continued) 
-
Practice Is 
~OTAL A. SCHOOL§ 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 80 88 Very Important 36 40 
No 2 2 Moderately .. 34 31 
Uncertain Slightly It 13 14 
Sometimes 6 1 Slightly 
No Response :3 3 Unimportant 
Total 91 100 Moderately It Very It 
No Response 8 9 
Total 91 100 
Table 42 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. The Formal Observation is for 
the Length of the Class Period or Long Enough to Objectively Observe the Activity 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
of the Class 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain SometImes of Degree of Importance (in Percent; 
Imp. ~o. % No. ! No. ! No. !: Imp. Ye~ No Unceftaiit Som~t~mes Tot~ 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
73 47 
54 35 
19 12 
10 6 
156 100 
16 50 
11 34 
5 16 
32 100 
1 50 
1 50 
2 100 
1 5 
9 47 
7 37 
2 11 
19 100 
4 ~~ 3 
- --
7 100 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
99 
82 4 
70 4 
100 
73 
-.. 
1 
14 
26 
27 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
\.n 
\0 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 42 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. i:_No • ___ ~ __ l'I9_e_i_ No. %d u_Im:pe_ Yes uNo Uncertain Sometime$ 'rc)'tal 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-) 
NR 
Total 
+) 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-) 
NR 
Total 
22 50 
13 30 
8 18 
1 2 
44 100 
35 44 
)0 38 
11 14 
4 4 
80 100 
1 50 
1 50 
2 100 
2 33 
3 50 
1 17 
6 100 
1 16 
3 50 
1 16 
1 17 
6 100 
+3 100 
+2 87 
+1 73 
-1 
-2 
-3 
+3 97 
+2 88 
+1 84 
-1 
-2 
-3 
3 
8 
13 
27 
3 
". ~
8 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
0\ 
o 
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There were 3 percent of the principals that did not respond. 
Table 43 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the ~ue~tion of the Average Length of the 
Pr1nc1pal's Formal Evaluation 
All AA A 
Total Scllool School School 
Length of Response 
Observation No. " 
Response 
No. % 
Response 
No. % 
Response 
NQ. % 
10 Minutes 4 2 4 4 
15 Minutes 2 1 1 2 1 1 
20 Minutes 18 10 5 13 5 10 8 9 
25 Minutes 11 6 4 10 2 4 5 6 
30 Minutes 47 26 9 23 9 18 29 32 
35 Minutes 1 1 1 2 
40 Minutes 35 19 8 21 14 28 13 15 
45 Minutes 16 9 3 8 3 6 10 11 
50 Minutes 25 13 6 15 8 16 11 12 
55 Minutes 13 7 3 8 6 12 4 4 
60 Minutes 1 1 1 1 
80 Minutes 1 1 1 2 
90 Minutes 1 1 1 1 
No Response 5 J 1 2 4 4 
Total 180 100 39 100 50 100 91 100 
Average Length 36.9 Min. 36.6 Min. 39.5 Min. 35.1 Min. 
The criterion that the teachers on the principal's 
staff be informed in advance as to when a formal eValuation 
will be taking place resulted in a 29 percent "yes" response 
and a 47 percent "som.etimes" response (Table 44) 0 The Class 
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Table 44 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the state of 
Iowa to the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff are Informed in Advance as to When a Formal 
Evaluation Will be Taiing Place 
PractIce is 
TOTAL ALL SCH00LS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Ntamber Percent 
Yes 52 29 Very Important ,~ 18 No 40 22 Moderately If 21 
Uncertain Slightly If 62 J4 
Sometimes 84 41 Slightly 
No Response 4 2 Unimportant 14 8 
Total 180 100 Moderately " g 2 Very " ) No Response 15 8 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA ~OHOOLS 
PractIee is Importance of 
Followed Number Percenl Statement Number Percent 
Yes 10 26 Very Important 2 .5 
No 8 21 Moderately .. 14 )6 
Uncertain Slightly " 1.5 38 
Sometimes 21 .53 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 1 ) 
Total 39 100 Moderately If 2 .5 Very II 2 .5 
No Response 3 S 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice Is Importance of 
Followed Number Peroent statement Number Percent 
Yes 12 24 Very Important 9 18 
No 19 38 Moderately " 15 30 
Uncertain Slightly II 15 )0 
Sometimes 19 )8 Slightly 14 No Response Unimportant 1 
Total 50 100 Moderately It 4 Very Q 2 
No Response 2 4 
Total 50 100 
Table 44 (Continued) 
'fOTAL A SCHOgLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
-Yes 30 ?l Very Important 21 23 No 13 Moderately " 19 21 
Uncertain -- Slightly " 32 35 
Sometimes 44 49 Slightly 
No Response 4 4 Unimportant 6 7 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 1 1 
Very " 2 2 No Response 10 11 
Total 91 100 
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AA schools had the lowest "sometimes" percentage response 
with 38 percent. while Class A and Class AA had a response 
of 49 percent and S3 percent respectively. Class A had the 
highest "yes" percentage response with 33 percent and Class 
AA and AAA had 24 percent and 26 percent respectively. 'rhe 
"degree of imp(!)rtanoe" resulted in 45 percent of the prin-
cipals rating the criterion as either ·very important" or 
"moderately important". In addition, 34 percent of the prin-
cipals rated the criterion as "slightly important It. The 
Class AA schools had the highest percentage response of either 
"very important" or "moderately important" with 48 percent. 
while the Class AAA schools had the lowest with a 41 percent 
response in these two categories. The Class AAA schools had 
the highest percentage of "slightly important" ratings with 
a 38 percent response. Of those that responded "sometimes". 
45 percent rated the criterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important" (Table 45). Of those that responded 
"yes" 44 peroent rated the criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or "moderately important". and 33 percent rated it as 
"slightly important". 
The criterion stating that the teachers on the prin-
cipal~s staff go through the process of having a meeting with 
the principal. or one of the persons who will be observing 
them prior to any formal observation received an 18 percent 
"yes" response and a 57 percent IIno" response (Table 46). In 
addition 22 percent of the principals responded with "sometimes". 
Table 45 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal's 
Staff are Informed in Advance as to When a Formal Evaluation will be Taking Place 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of D§gree of Importance (in Percentl 
Imp. No. ~ No. % No. ~ ~Q. ~: Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Totai 
+3 17 33 4 10 
+2 16 31 6 15 
+1 17 33 11 28 
-1 9 33 
-2 , 8 
-3 10 
NR 2 3 3 6 Total 52 100 40 100 
+3 1 13 
+2 5 50 1 13 
+1 4 40 1 13 
-1 1 13 
-2 2 22 
-3 1 13 
NR 1 10 1 13 
Total 10 100 8 100 
11 13 +3 53 
26 4~ +2 33 34 +1 27 
5 6 -1 
-2 
2 2 
-3 6 7 
84 100 
1 5 +3 
8 38 +2 36 
10 47 +1 27 
-1 
-2 
1 5 -3 
1 5 
21 100 
13 34 
13 54 
18 
.5.5 64 36 
100 
67 33 
50 50 
7 57 
7 66 
100 
100 
50 50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
0\ 
\..1\ 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 45 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. ~ No. %: Noo % No. :~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total. 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
4 33 
5 42 
2 17 
1 8 
12 100 
13 43 
6 20 
11 37 
)0 100 
2 11 
2 11 
7 36 
5 26 
2 11 
1 5 
19 100 
1 8 
3 23 
3 23 
3 23 
1 8 
1 8 
1 7 
13 100 
3 16 +3 
8 42 +2 
6 32 +1 
2 10 -1 
-2 
-3 
19 100 
7 16 +3 
10 23 +2 
18 41 +1 
3 7 -1 
-2 
1 2 
-3 
4 11 
44 100 
45 22 
33 13 
13 47 
72 
100 
62 5 
32 16 
34 10 
50 
100 
50 
g~ 
40 
28 
JJ 
.52 
56 
.50 
50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
I-" 
'" 
'" 
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The "sometimes" response in the Class All, .A.A, and A schools 
were similar with 23. 22, and 21 percent respectively. The 
"no" response was higher in the Class .A.A schools with a 68 
percent response. The Class AAA schools were the lowest with 
a 49 percent "no" response, and the Class A schools had a 53 
percent "no" response. The "degree of importance" resulted 
in 35 percent of the principals rating the criterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important". In addi-
tion. 41 percent of the principals rated the criterion as 
either "slightly important" or "slightly unimportant". The 
Class AAA schools had 47 percent of the principals rate the 
criterion as either "very important" or "moderately impor-
tant", while 48 percent rated it as either "slightly impor-
tant" or "slightly unimportant". The Class AA schools had a 
24 percent response to either "very important" or "moderately 
important tt and a 44 percent response to either tf sl ightly 
important" or "slightly unimportant". Class A schools had a 
35 percent response to these two categories. and a 42 per-
cent response to either "slightly important" or "slightly 
unimportant". Of those who responded "yes". 79 percent 
rated the criterion as either "very important" or "moderately 
important" (Table 47). Those that esponded "no" rated the 
criterion with a 56 percent response as either "slightly 
important ll or "slightly unimportant". Of those that responded 
"sometimes" 41 percent rated the criterion as "modemtely im-
portant" and 35 percent of the principals rated the criterion 
Table 47 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, The Teachers on the Principal-s 
Staff Have a Meeting with Him, or One of the Persons Who Will be Observing them 
Prior to any Formal Observation 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice ResRonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp- No. ~ No. % No. ~ No. ~: Imp. Yes No Unce~ain Sometimes Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
±J 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
21 
a 
64 
15 
12 
3 9 
33 100 
5 46 
2 18 
2 18 
2 18 
11 100 
7 7 
11 11 
24 24 
33 32 
10 10 
6 6 
11 10 
102 100 
3 16 
2 11 
5 26 
6 32 
2 11 
1 4 
19 100 
2 5 +3 
16 41 +2 
14 35 +1 
-1 
1 3 -2 
1 3 -3 
5 13 
39 100 
6 67 
+3 
+2 
2 22 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 11 
9 100 
70 ~4 16 
10 57 
100 
91 
86 
63 37 
20 20 
22 56 
100 
100 
7 
50 
33 
9 
14 
60 
22 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
()'\ 
(Xl 
i, 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 47 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No UncertaIn Sometimes of Degree of Imporrance (in Percent} 
w.' No e' % No. % No. % No. 2i: Imp. Yes :: No Uncertal.n Sometimes Total 
+3 3 60 2 6 
+2 1 3 
+1 1 20 9 26 
-1 10 29 
-2 3 9 
-3 2 6 
NR 1 20 7 21 
Total. 5 100 34 100 
+3 13 76 2 4 
+2 3 18 8 18 
+1 1 6 10 20 
-1 17 3.5 
-2 .5 10 
-3 4 10 
NR 3 5 
Total 17 100 49 100 
+3 60 
6 
.5.5 +2 
2 18 +1 8 
-1 
-2 
1 9 -3 
2 18 
11 100 
2 11 +3 76 
4 21 +2 20 
10 .52 +1 4 
-1 
1 
.5 -2 
-3 
2 11 
19 100 
40 
14 86 
7.5 17 
100 
100 
67 33 
12 12 
.53 27 
48 48 
100 
83 17 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
0\ 
'" 
, 
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as "slightly important". 
The criterion that after a teacher has been formally 
observed, a conference is held with the teacher and the ob-
server, where a summarization of the observation takes place 
received a 79 percent "yes" response (Table 48). Class A 
schools had the highest "yes" percentage with 82 percent while 
Class AJ. schools had the lowest with a 74 percent "yes" re-
sponse. In addition, 18 percent of the principals responded 
with a It sometimes " • The "degree of importance" resulted in 
79 percent of the principals rating the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important". The Class AA 
schools had the highest percentage with 82 percent of the 
principals rating the criterion as either "very important" 
or "moderately important". Of those responding ttyes", 89 
percent rated the criterion as either livery important" or 
"moderately important" (Table 49). Those principals respond-
ing with "sometimes" resulted in 53 percent rating the cri-
terion as "moderately important". 
The criterion that when observing in a formal evalua-
tion a Checklist of observation objectives are used by the 
observer received a 41 percent "yes" response. and a 14 percent 
"sometimes" response (Table 50). Class A schoolS responded 
with a 44 percent "yes", while the Class AAA schools had a 
36 percent "yes" response. The "degree of importance" re-
sulted in a 35 percent response for either "very important" 
or "moderately important", while there was a 44 percent 
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Table 48 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, After a Teacher has been Formally 
Observed, a Conference is Held with the Teacher and the 
Observer, Where a Summarization of the Observation 
Takes Place 
Practice is 
T~AL ~L SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Number Percent statement Number Percent 
Yes 142 79 Very Important 96 53 
No 2 1 Moderately .. 47 26 
Uncertain -- Slightly .. 22 12 
Sometimes 32 18 Slightly 
No Response 4 2 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately .. 1 1 
Very .. 
No Response 13 7 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL All SCHOQL'S 
PractIce is Importance of 
FollQwed Number Percent statement Number Percent 
Yes 31 79 Very Important 18 46 
No Moderately It 13 33 
Uncertain Slightly N 3 8 
Sometimes 8 21 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately tI Very .. 
No Response 5 13 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHO~S 
Practice is Importance of Number Percent Followed Number Percent Statement 
Yes 37 74 Very Important 26 52 No Moderately .. 15 30 
uncertain Slightly .. 9 18 
Sometimes 13 26 Slightly 
No Response 
--
Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately II Very tt 
No Response 
50 100 Total 
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Table 48 (Continued) 
Practice !s 
~OT.A.L A SCHOOL~ 
Importance of 
Foll2wed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 14 82 Very Important .52 51 
No 2 2 Moderately .. ~9 21 
Uncertain 
--
Slightly It 10 11 
Sometimes 11 12 Slightly 
No Response 4 4 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 92 100 Moderately .. 1 1 
Very It 
No Response 8 9 
Total 91 100 
Table 49 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, After a Teacher has Been 
Formally Observed, A Conference is Held with the Teacher and the Observer. 
Degree 
of 
Iml'h 
Total +) 
ALL +2 
SCHOOLS +1 
-1 
-2 
-) 
NR 
Total 
TOTAL +3 
All +2 
SCHOOLS +1 
-1 
-2 
-) 
NR 
Total 
Where a Summarization of the Observation Takes Plaoe 
No. 
96 68 
)0 21 
8 6 
1 1 
7 4 
142 100 
18 58 
8 26 
1 3 
4 13 
31 100 
Praotice ResEonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
Uncertain sometimes of Degree of ImEortance ~in Percent2 
1 50 
1 50 
2 100 
No. 0 No. 1m. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 
17 53 +2 
13 41 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
2 6 
32 100 
+3 
5 63 +2 
2 25 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 12 
8 100 
100 
64 36 
36 5 59 
100 
100 
100 
62 38 
33 37 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
'""" .....;, 
\..a) 
, 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 49 (Continued) 
Degree_ PrinciBal's Practice ResBonse Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain sometimes of Degree of 1mBortance (in Percent} 
1m2- No. ~ No. % No- % No. % 1mB- ~es No Uncertain Sometimes Totai 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
26 
9 
2 
70 
24 
6 
37 100 
52 70 
13 18 
6 8 
1 1 
2 3 
74 100 
1 50 
1 50 
2 100 
+3 
6 46 +2 
7 54 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
13 100 
6 55 
+3 
+2 
4 36 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 9 
11 100 
100 
60 
22 
100 
68 
60 
100 
100 
40 
78 
32 
40 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
.... 
-...J 
~ 
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Table 50 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the state of 
Iowa to the Statement, When Observing in a Formal 
Evaluation a Checklist of Observation Objectives 
Are Used by the Observer 
Practice is 
TOTAL ALL SCHgOLS 
Importance of 
followed Numbe[ Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 73 41 Very Important 28 16 
No 78 43 Moderately .. 35 19 Uncertain Slightly It 53 29 Sometimes 2, 14 Slightly 
No Response 2 Unimportant 27 1~ Total 180 100 Moderately " 8 
Very 
" 
14 8 
No Response 15 9 
Total 180 100 
Practice is 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Nuber Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 14 
,1 Very Important 4 10 No 16 Moderately It 5 13 
Uncertain Slightly II 16 41 
Sometimes 9 23 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant .5 13 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 2 .5 Very " , 8 No Response 10 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Number Percent 
. Followed Number Percent Statement 
Yes 19 ,~ Very Important 8 16 No 24 Moderately .. 11 22 
Uncertain Slightly .. 13 26 
Sometimes 7 14 Slightly 12 24 No Response Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately .. 1 2 Very .. 4 8 
No Response 1 2 
Total 50 100 
-
Table 50 (Continued) 
I • 
TOTAL A SOHQOLS 
Praot1ce 1S Importance of 
Followed Number Plrcent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 40 44 Very Important 16 18 
No )8 42 Moderately .. 19 21 
Uncertain -- Slightly " 24 26 
Sometimes 9 10 Slightly 
No Response 4 4 Unimportant 10 11 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 5 5 Very .. 7 8 
No Response 10 11 
Total 91 100 
1?? 
response for either "slightly important" or "slightly unim-
portant·' 0 The Class AAA schools had the lowest res,onse 
with a 23 percent rating tor either "very important" or 
"moderately unimportant". Class AA and A schools were 
similar in either "very important" or "moderately important" 
with a response of 38 percent and 39 percent respectively_ 
Class AA and A schools response for either "slightly impor-
tant If or .. 81 ightly unimportant It was 50 percent and 38 per-
cent respectivelyo Of those that responded ·yes", 72 percent 
rated the criterion as either "very important" or "moder-
ately important" (Table 51). Of those that responded "no" 
61 percent rated the criterion as either "slightly impor-
tant" or "slightly unimportant". Of those that responded 
"sometimes" 72 percent rated the criterion as "slightly 
important" .; 
The criterion that in the principal's teacher evalua-
tion program, the observers in general have sufficient skill 
to objectively observe teacher performance received a 72 per-
cent "yes" response and a 17 percent "sometimes" response 
(Table 52). The Class AAA schools had an 82 percent "yes" 
response and a 15 percent "sometimes" response, while the 
Class AA schools had a 76 percent "yes" response and an 8 
percent "sometimes" response. The Class A schools had a 65 
Percent "yes" response and a 24 percent "sometimes" response. 
The "degree of importance" resulted in 80 percent of the 
principals rating the criterion as either "very important" 
Table 51 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. When Observing in a Formal 
Evaluation a Checklist of Observation Objectives are Used by the Observer 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree PrinciEal's Practice ResEonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of ImEortance (in Percent) 
ImE- No. ~ No. ~ NOt ~ No. ~ ImE- Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 26 36 1 1 
+2 26 36 4 5 
+1 14 18 21 28 
-1 26 33 
-2 8 10 
-) 14 18 
NR 7 10 4 5 
Total. 73 100 78 100 
+3 4 29 
+2 4 29 1 6 
+1 4 29 3 19 
-1 5 30 
-2 2 13 
-3 3 19 
HR 2 13 2 13 
Total 14 100 16 100 
1 4 +3 92 
5 20 +2 75 
18 72 +1 26 
1 4 -1 
-2 
-3 
25 100 
+3 100 
+2 80 
9 100 +1 25 
-1 
-2 
-3 
9 100 
4 4 
11 14 
40 34 
96 4 
100 
100 
20 
18 57 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
....... 
.....:l 
(Xl 
Degree PrinciQal.·s 
of Yes 0 
lmo. No. 
TOTAL +3 7 37 
AA +2 7 37 2 8 
SCHOOLS +1 5 26 4 17 
-1 12 50 
-2 1 4 
-3 4 17 
. NR 1 4 
Total 19 100 24 100 
TOTAL +3 15 38 1 3 
A +2 15 38 1 3 SCHOOLS +1 5 12 14 37 
-1 9 34 
-2 5 13 
-3 7 17 
NR 5 12 1 3 
Total 40 100 38 100 
Table 51 (Continued) 
1 14 +3 
2 29 +2 
4 57 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
7 100 
+3 
3 33 +2 
5 56 +1 
1 11 -1 
-2 
-3 
9 100 
Relationship of Practice to 
Degree of lmEortance ~in Percentl 
No Uncertain sometimes Total Yes 
88 
64 18 
38 31 
100 
100 
100 
94 6 
79 5 
21 58 
90 
100 
100 
12 
18 
31 
16 
21 
10 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
-...l 
'" 
180 
Table 52 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to ~he Statement, In the Principal's Teacher 
Evaluat~on Program, the Observers in General have 
Sufficient Skill to Objectively Observe 
Teacher Performance 
TOTAL ALL SOHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number P!reent Sj4atement Number Percent 
Yes 129 72 Very Important 8) 46 
No 1 1 Moderately .. 61 34 
Uncertain ,14 8 Slightly II 18 10 
Sometimes 32 17 Slightly 
No Response 4 2 Unimportant 4 2 
Total 180 100 Moderately II 
Very It 
No Response 14 8 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHQOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 32 82 Very Important 22 56 
No Moderately II 12 31 
Uncertain 1 3 Slightly It 3 8 
Sometimes 6 15 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately N Very It 
No Response 2 5 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of Number PSlrcent 
. Followed Number Percent Stltement 
Yes )8 76 Very Important 22 44 
No 1 2 Moderately " 1.5 30 
Undertain 4 14 Slightly 
.. 8 16 
Sometimes 8 Slightly _ 4 No Response Unimportant 2 
Total 50 100 Moderately " Very .. 
No Response 3 6 
Total 50 100 
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Table 52 (Continued) 
Practioe is 
~OT.A.L A SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
FollQwed N\1mber Pircent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 59 65 Very Important 39 43 
No 6 
Mod.erately h 34 37 
unoertain 7 Slightly " 7 8 
Sometimes 22 24 Slightly 
No Response 4 4 Unimportant 2 2 
Total 91 100 Moderately II Very .. --
No Response. 9 10 
Total 91 100 
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or "moderately important". Class Ali sehools had the highest 
percentage with 81 percent of the principals rating the cri-
terion as "very important" or "moderately important". Class 
Ai schools had the lowest percentage response with 74 per-
cent rating the criterion in these two categories. Of those 
that responded ·sometimes, 82 percent rated the criterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important" (Table 53). 
Of those that responded ·yes· 86 percent rated the criterion 
as either "very important" or "moderately important". 
The cri terian that in the principal'~s teacher evalua-
tion program, the observers in general have SUfficient skill 
to objectively discuss the observations with the teacher 
received a 79 percent "yes" response and a 16 percent "some-
times" response (Table 54). The Class AA schools had the 
highest percentage with 84 percent responding "yes" and 14 
percent responding with "sometimes". Class A had the lowest 
percent with 74 percent of the principals responding "yes" 
while 18 percent responded with "sometimes". The Class AAA 
schools had an 82 percent "yes" response and a 15 percent 
"sometimes" response. The "degree of importance" resulted in 
8; percent of the principals rating the criterion as either 
"very important tI or "moderately important". The Class A.AA. 
schools had the highest percentage response in these two 
categories with an 86 percent response, while the Class A 
schools had the lowest response with 82 percent response of 
either livery important" or "moderately important". Of those 
Table .53 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. In the Principal's Teacher 
Evaluation Program. the Observers in General have Sufficient Skill to 
Objectively Observe Teacher Performance 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
All 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of. Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
11n:Q. tlo. ~ No. ~ No. ! No. ! Im:e-' Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 73 .57 5 37 
+2 37 29 3 21 
+1 11 9 2 14 
-1 1 100 2 14 
-2 
-3 
14 NR 8 5 2 
Total 129 100 1 100 14 100 
+3 19 60 1 100 
+2 9 28 
+1 2 6 
-1 1 100 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 6 
Total 32 100 1 100 1 100 
5 16 +3 88 
21 66 +2 61 
5 16 +1 61 
1 2 -1 
-2 
-3 
32 100 
2 33 +3 86 
3 50 +2 75 
1 17 +1 67 
-1 
-2 
-3 
6 100 
6 6 
.5 34 
11 28 
2.5 25 SO 
.5 9 
25 
33 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
...... 
co 
VJ 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 53 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No uncertain sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. % No. % No. % No:' %: Imp. Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 22 58 
+2 9 24 2 29 
+1 5 13 3 43 
-1 1 14 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 5 1 14 
Total 38 100 7 100 
+3 32 54 4 66 
+2 19 32 1 17 
+1 3 5 
-1 1 17 
-2 
-3 
NR 5 9 
Total 59 100 6 100 
+3 lWO 
4 100 +2 60 
+1 63 
-1 
-2 
-3 
4 100 
3 14 +3 82 
14 64 +2 56 
4 18 +1 43 
1 4 -1 
-2 
-3 
22 100 
1) 27 
37 
50 50 
10 8 
:3 41 
57 
50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
50 
'"""' (X) 
.(:::" 
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Table 54 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to t~e Statement, In the Principal's Teacher 
Evaluat10n Program, the Observers in General 
Have Suffioient Skill to Objectively Discuss 
the Observations with the Teacher 
Practice is 
TO~AL ALL SQHOOLS 
Importance of 
Followed Numger Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 141 79 Very Important 87 48 
No 
--
Moderately Il 63 35 Uncertain 6 3 Slightly " 16 9 Sometimes 29 16 Slightly 
No Response 4 2 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately Q 
Very .. 
No Response 13 7 
Total 180 100 
Practice is 
TOTAL AlA SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
Follow~Q Number Percent Siatement Number Percent 
Yes 32 82 Very Important 21 55 
No Moderately Q 12 31 
Uncertain 1 3 Slightly Q 3 ; Sometimes 6 15 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately II 
Very .. 
No Response 3 7 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice Is Importance of 
Number Percent 12llowed Number Percent Statement 
. 
Yes 42 84 Very Important 25 50 
No Moderately Q 17 34 
Uncertain 1 2 Slightly •• 7 14 
Sometimes 7 14 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 50 100 Moderately .. Very Q 
No Response 1 1 
Total SO 100 
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Table 54 (Continuea) 
I I 
:J:0TA1, A §CHgOLS 
Praot1ce 1S Importance of 
Followed Nlmber Pero!nt Statement Number Percen.t 
Yes 67 74 Very Important 41 45 
No -- Moderately If ~ 37 Uncertain 4- 4 Slightly .. 7 
Sometimes 16 18 Slightly 
No Response 4 4 Uaimportant 1 1 
Total 91 100 Moderately .. Very If 
No Response 9 10 
Total 91 100 
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that responded t·yes ". 88 percent rated the criterion as "very 
important" or "moderately important" (Table 55). Of those 
that responded "sometimes" 79 percent rated the criterion as 
either "very important" or "moderately important". 
The criterion that there is other formally planned 
input used in the teacher evaluation program aside from 
formal observations received a 58 percent "yes" response 
(Table 56)~' The Class AAA schools had the highest percent-
age with a 77 percent "yes" response, while the Class AA 
schools had the lowest percentage with a 46 percent "yes" 
response. The Class A schools had a 58 percent Uyest. re-
sponse~ The "degree of importance" resulted in 61 percent 
of the principals rating the criterion as either "very impor-
tant" or nmoderately important". The Class AAA and Class A 
schools had similar responses in these categories with 64 
percent and 63 percent respectively- Class AA had the 
lowest percentage of either "very important" or "moderately 
important " with 54 percent of the principals rating the cri-
terion in these two categories. Of those that responded 
"yes" 83 percent rated the criterion as "very important" or 
"moderately important" (Table 57). Of those that responded 
"no" 41 percent rated the criterion as either "slightly 
important" or "slightly unimportant U and JJ percent did not 
respond. 
Those that were using other formally planned input in 
their teacher eValuation program aside from formal observations, 
Table 55 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement, In the Principal's Teacher 
Evaluation Program, the Observers in General Have Sufficient Skill to 
Objectively Discuss the Observations with the Teacher 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
AAA 
SCHOOLS 
Degree Princigal's Practice Resgonse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No uncertain sometimes of Degree of Importanoe {in Peroentl 
Imp. N:o. % No. § No. % No. ~ Imp. Yes No Unoertain Sometimes Tota"t 
+3 77 55 3 50 
+2 46 33 2 33 
+1 10 7 1 17 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 8 5 Total 141 100 6 100 
+3 20 63 
+2 8 25 1 100 
+1 1 3 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 3 9 
Total 32 100 1 100 
7 24 +3 
15 53 +2 
5 17 +1 
1 3 -1 
-2 
-3 
1 3 
29 100 
1 17 +3 
3 50 +2 
2 33 +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
6 100 
88 4 
73 3 
63 6 
95 
67 8 
33 
8 
24 
31 
5 
2.5 
67 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
..... 
(Xl 
(Xl 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 55 (Continued) 
Degree Principal's Practice ResEonse Degree Relationship of Practice 
of Yes No Uncertain sometimes of Degree of ImEortance (in Percent) 
Impe NOe' ~ No. ~ No. ~ No. % ImE- Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Tot~ 
+3 24 57 
+2 15 36 
+1 3 7 1 100 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 41 100 1 100 
+3 33 49 3 75 
+2 23 34 1 25 
+1 6 9 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 5 8 
Total 67 100 4 100 
1 14 +3 
2 29 +2 
3 43 +1 
-1 
-2 
1 14 
-3 
7 100 
5 31 +3 
10 6) +2 
+1 
1 6 -1 
-2 
-) 
16 100 
96 
88 
43 14 
81 7 
68 3 
100 
4 
12 
43 
12 
29 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
...... 
(Xl 
\0 
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Table .5' 
Responses of Seleeted SecODdary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, There is Other Formally Planned 
Input Used in the Principal~s Teacher Evaluation 
Program Aside from Formal Observations 
Practice Is TO~~ ALL ~CHOOLS Importance of 
Followed Number;; .. Percent StAtement Number Percent 
Yes 105 58 Very Important 
.59 33 No 41 26 Moderately II 
.50 28 Uncertain Slightly .. 30 16 Sometimes 28 16 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 8 4 
Total 180 100 Moderately M 1 1 
Very II 1 1 
No Response 31 1'7 
Total 180 100 
TOTAL AAA SCHQOLS 
Practice Is Importance of 
Follo!:ed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 30 '77 Very Important 15 38 
No 4 10 Moderately t, 10 26 
Uncertain Slightly " 6 15 Sometimes 5 13 Slightly No Response Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately " 
Very .. 1 3 
No Response '7 18 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
Number Percent FQllolled Number Percent Statement 
Yes 23 46 Very Important 15 30 No 18 36 Moderately .. 12 24 
Uncertain Slightly II 8 16 
Sometimes 9 18 Slightly 5 10 No Response Unimportant 
Total SO 100 Moderately tI Very It 
No Response 10 20 
Total 50 100 
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Table 56 (Continued) 
TOTAL A SCHOOLS 
Praotioe is Importance of 
FGllowed Number Percent Statement Number P!rcent 
Yes 52 58 Very Important 29 32 
No 25 27 Moderately II 28 31 
Uncertaim -- Slightly It 16 18 
Sometimes 14 15 Slightly 
No Response Unimportut 3 3 
Total 91 100 Moderately ., 1 1 Very .. 
No Response 14 15 
Total 91 100 
Table 57 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
of the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. There is Other Formally Planned 
Input Used in the Principal's Teacher Evaluation Program Aside From 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A.AA 
SCHOOLS 
Formal Observations 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Imp- No. ~ No. ~ No~ : ~ No. ~ Imp. Yes No Uncertain SometImes Totai 
+3 51 49 4 9 
+2 36 34 6 13 
+1 9 9 12 26 
-1 1 1 7 14 
-2 1 2 
-3 1 2 
NR 8 7 16 33 Total 105 100 47 100 
+3 15 50 
+2 8 27 1 25 
+1 2 7 1 25 
-1 
-2 
-3 1 25 
NR 5 16 1 25 
Total 30 100 4 100 
4 14 +3 86 
-~ ,S 29 +2 12 
9 32 +1 30 
-1 1.3 
-2 
-3 
7 25 
28 100 
+3 100 
1 20 +2 80 
3 60 +1 .34 
-1 
-2 
-.3 
1 20 
5 100 
7 7 
12 ~~ 16 
40 
.30 
87 
100 
100 
10 10 
16 ,50 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
~ 
\,Q 
N 
TOTAL 
AA 
SCHOOLS 
TOTAL 
A 
SCHOOLS 
Table 57 (Continued) 
Degree Princi2al's Practice Res20nse Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of Degree of Importance (in Percent) 
Im2- No_ ~ No_ ~ No- ~ No- ~ Imp_ Yes No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
+3 11 48 2 11 
+2 6 26 2 11 
+1 3 1, 4 22 
-1 1 4 22 
-2 
-3 
NR 2 9 6 34 
Total 23 100 18 100 
+3 25 48 2 8 
+2 22 42 3 12 
+1 4 8 7 28 
-1 3 12 
-2 1 4 
-3 
NR 1 2 9 36 
Total 52 100 25 100 
2 22 +3 74 
4 45 +2 50 
1 11 +1 38 
-1 20 
-2 
-3 
2 22 
9 100 
2 14 +3 85 
3 21 +2 78 
5 36 +1 25 
-1 
-2 
4 29 
-3 
14 100 
13 5~ 16 
50 12 
80 
7 7 
11 11 
44 31 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
...... 
\0 
\..0) 
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were asked to indicate the input, Table 58 illustrates that 
teacher self evaluation was the most utilized input. with 
the characteristic check sheet being the most frequently 
used tool. Student eValuations was the next most frequent 
input used by the schools. This was followed in frequency 
by the formal instruments being used a.s input. The most 
frequently used formal instrument wa.s one that was 'oon-
struoted by the teaoher or the district. This was also the 
case with student evaluations with the principals indicating 
that teacher constructed instruments were the most frequently 
utilized. 
The criterion that in general the principal needs ta 
devote more time to the process of evaluating teaohers re-
ceived an 82 percent "yes" response (Table 59). Class AA 
and A schools had similar responses with an 86 percent and 
an 85 percent "yes" response respectively. Class AAA 
schools had a 12 percent "yes" response and a 13 percent 
"sometimes" response. The "degree of importance" resulted in 
17 percent of the principals rating the criterion as either 
"very important" or "moderately important". The Class A 
SChools had the highest percentage response with 80 percent 
rating the criterion in these two categories. The Class 
AAA schools had the lowest percentage response with 69 per-
cent rating the criterion as either "very important" or 
"moderately important". The Class AA schools had a 78 per-
cent response in these categories e Of those that responded 
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Table 58 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Question Regarding Formally Planned Input 
Used in the Teacher Evaluation Program Aside 
From Formal Observation 
AAJ. AA A 
Total School School SchoGl 
Planned Input Response Response Response Response 
TEACHEll SELf-
63 EVILuATIQN 127 31 33 
Characteristic Check 
Sheet 59 18 14 27 
Video Tape 38 10 11 17 Questionnaires 30 .5 10 15 
OTHER 
Teacher,'.s Written 
2 2 Objectives 7 2 
Informal Visiting 6 2 4 
Al1dio Cassettes 2 1 1 
Conferences 3 2 1 
Test Analysis 1 1 
In-Service 1 1 
School Board Input 1 1 
FORMAL INSTRUMENT~ 32 .5 10 17 
Teacher's Image 
8 2 6 Questionnaire 
Flander Interaction 
Profile 7 1 1 .5 
OTHER 4 .5 District Constructed 12 3 
Iowa State Model 1 1 
Purdue Research Model 1 1 
Situation Learni~ 1 1 
Evaluation Criter a 1 1 
STUDENT EVALUATIONS 55 15 16 24 
Teacher Constructed 
7 6 10 Instrument 23 
Charaoteristic 1 4 8 Checksheet 13 
Purdue Teacher 1 4 4 EValUation 9 
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Table 58 (Oontinued) 
AAA AA A 
Total School School School 
PlaMed Input Response Response Response Response 
OTHER 4 District Constructed 1 2 1 
NCA 1 1 
NEA- l 1 
Group Discussion 1 1 
Student Visitation 2 1 1 
OTHER INft!1 
Department Chairman 
1 1 Cri~ique 
Group Input of District 
1 Administrators 1 
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Table 59 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Statement, In General, the Principal Needs 
to Devote More Time to the Process of Evaluating 
Teaohers 
-------; 'I TOTAL ALL SCHOOLS Pract~ce ~s Importance of 
Followed Number Percent Statement Number Percent 
Yes 148 82 Very Important 90 50 
No 17 9 Moderately h 49 27 
Uncertain Slightly " 18 10 Sometimes 12 7 Slightly 
No Response 3 2 Unimportant 1 1 
Total 180 100 Moderately h :3 2 
Very .. 
No Response 19 10 
Total 180 100 
Practioe is 
TOTAL AAA SCHOOLS 
Importance of 
FQllowed Number Peroent Statement Number Peroent 
Yes 28 72 Very Important 21 54 
No 4 10 Moderately h 6 15 
Uncertain Slightly " :3 8 Sometimes 5 13 Slightly 
No Response 2 5 Unimportant 
Total 39 100 Moderately .. 1 :3 
Very " No Response 8 20 
Total 39 100 
TOTAL AA SCHOOLS 
Practice Is Importance of 
Number Percent 
_FOllowed Number Percent Statement 
Yes 4, 86 Very Important ~4 50 No 8 Moderately If 28 
Uncertain Slightly II 6 12 
Sometimes 2 4 Slightly 
No Response 1 2 Unimportant 1 2 
Total 50 100 Moderately " Very If 
No Response 4 8 
Total 50 100 
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Table 59 (Continued) 
~O~AL A SCHQOLS 
Practice is Importance of 
FollQwed Number Peroent statement Number Peroent 
Yes 77 85 Very Important 44 48 
No 9 10 Moderately " 29 32 
Uncertain -- Slightly " 9 10 
Sometimes 5 5 Slightly 
No Response Unimportant 
Total 91 100 Moderately " 2 2 Very II 
No Response 7 8 
Total 91 100 
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"yes" 89 percent rated the criterion as either "very impor-
tant U or "moderately important" (Table 60). 
Those that responded "yes" or "sometimes" to the cri-
terion of needing to spend more time on teacher eValuation 
were asked to indicate the reasons they were not spending 
more time on teacher evaluation. Table 61 indicates the 
reasons the principals gave for Rot spending more time on 
evaluation.! The most frequently given answer was that the 
principal does not have enough time. The next most frequent 
answer was that the superintendent has not pushed for evalu-
ations, followed by the reason that the board of education 
has not pushed for evaluations-
The principals were asked to indioate the procedures 
that they have found to be the most effective in helping 
teachers correct incompetencies. Table 62 indioates the 
responses of the principals to what they have found to be 
effective. The most frequent response was principal sug-
gestions with 119. This was followed infrequency by 
teacher initiated self-help with 97 responses. Peer group 
suggestions was the next most frequent. with 44 responses o 
Table 60 
Breakdown of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa Responding 
to the Degree of Importance Rating of the Statement. In General, the Principal Needs 
to Devote More Time to the Process of Evaluating Teachers 
TOTAL 
ALL 
SCHOOLS 
'OTAL 
AAA 
,CHOOLS 
Degree Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
of . Yes No Uncertain Sometimes of ~egree of ImRortance (in Percent) 
Imp. No. ~ No. ~ No- % No. ~: Imp. YeS No Uncertain Sometimes: Totai 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
+3 
+2 
+1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
88 59 
44 30 
10 7 
6 4 
148 100 
19 68 
6 21 
3 11 
28 100 
1 6 
1 6 
4 24 
1 6 
3 17 
7 41 
17 100 
1 25 
1 25 
2 50 
4 100 
1 9 
4 33 
4 33 
3 25 
12 100 
1 20 
3 60 
1 20 
5 100 
+3 98 
+2 89 
+1 56 
-1 
-2 
-3 
+3 90 
+2 100 
+.1 
-2 
-3 
-3 
1 
2 
22 
100 
100 
5 
100 
1 
9 
22 
5 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
N 
o 
o 
Degree 
of' 
Imo. 
TOTAL +) 
AA +2 
SCHOOLS +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
TOTAL +3 
A +2 
SCHOOLS +1 
-1 
-2 
-3 
NR 
Total 
Table 60 (Continued) 
Principal's Practice Response Degree Relationship of Practice to 
Uncertain Sometimes of De~ree of Importance ~in Percentl YeS N 
No. l) No. C!o No-
25 59 
13 30 
4 9 2 50 
1 25 
1 2 1 25 
43 100 4 100 
44 57 
25 32 1 11 
6 8 2 22 
2 22 
2 3 4 45 
77 100 9 100 
NOt 1m • Yes 
+3 100 
1 50 +2 93 
+1 67 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 50 
2 100 
+3 100 
3 60 +2 87 
1 20 +1 67 
-1 
-2 
-3 
1 20 
5 100 
No Uncertain Sometimes Total 
7 
33 
100 
3 10 
22 11 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
N 
o 
..... 
202 
Table 61 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Qu~stion of Reasons for Not Spending More 
T~me on Teacher Evaluation 
Ali. AA A 
Total School School School 
Reasons Response Response Response Respanse 
Superintendent has not 
Pushed for Evalua-
tions 33 3 '7 23 
Principal Does not 
Have Enough Time 
Board of Education has 
144 30 42 '72 
not Pushed for 
1'7 Evaluations 29 2 10 
Teachers Resist Evalu-
.5 12 at ions 20 3 
Public has not Pushed 
.5 12 for Evaluations 20 3 
Principal has more 
Important Primary 
'7 .5 8 Roles 20 
Principal Lacks Exper-
1'7 .5 1 11 tise to Evaluate 
Principal Does not Want 
to Adversely Affect 
Teachers' Lives 2 2 
Principal Fears Hostile 
Reaction from Teachers 
on an Adverse 2 Evaluation 2 
OTHER 
Principal Needs Goals :3 1 2 
PrinCipal Lacks Faith 
in Evaluation 
2 1 Process 3 
Crowded Conditions 1 in School 1 
Need an Assistant 1 Principal 1 
Size of Staff 1 1 
Experienced Faculty 
1 1 Rarely Needs Help 1 Need Office Help 1 
Principal Lacks 
1 1 Ambition 
Principal Needs t9 
Improve Evaluat~on 
1 1 Methods 
Table 61 (Continued) 
Reasons 
Total 
Response 
Principal Needs to 
Budget Time 1 
Principal Teaches 
Classes 1 
Have a Self-Help 
Evaluation Program 1 
Spend Majority of the 
Time Evaluating New 
Teachers 1 
Ali 
School 
Response 
AA 
School 
Response 
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A 
School 
Response 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Table 62 
Responses of Select:d Secondary Principals in the State of 
Iowa to the Quest~on of the Procedures that Principals 
Have Found to be Most Effective in Helping Teachers 
Correct Incompetencies 
AAA AA A 
Total School School School 
Procedures Response Response Response Response 
Principal Suggestions 119 26 33 60 
Teacher Initiated 
Self Help 97 26 22 49 
Peer Group Suggestions 44 13 14 17 
Outside Consultants 17 8 3 6 
OTHER 
Teacher Principal 
Discussion J 3 
Develop Objectives J 2 1 
Department Chairman 2 1 1 
Student Evaluation 2 1 1 
Visiting Other 
Teachers 1 1 
Pra.ise 1 1 
Promotion 1 1 
The principals were asked to indicate the greatest 
strength of their teacher eValuation program. Table 63 
indicates the responses of the principals. The most fre-
quent response was that the evaluation process was for in-
structional improvement, with 25. The next most frequent 
response was the conference between principal and teacher, 
with 19 responses. 
The principals were also asked to indicate the 
greatest weakness of their teacher evalQation program-
Table 64 indicates the responses of the principals. The most 
frequent response was not enough time to evaluate, with 53 
Table 63 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa to the 
Question Regarding the Greatest Strength of Their Teacher 
Evaluation Program 
Total 
Strengths Response 
Evaluation for Instructional Improvement 25 
Conference Between Principal and Teacher 19 
Informal Evaluations 15 
Faculty Wants Evaluations 14 
Rapport 12 
Teacher Input in Construction of the 
Evaluation Program 11 
Objectives 11 
Teamwork and Cooperation 11 
Evaluation Program Non-Threatening 8 
Teacher Understands Evaluating Process 8 
Openness 7 
Teacher Knows Strengths and Weaknesses 7 
Self Evaluation 4 
Evaluation Program Praises Teachers 3 
Followup 3 
Student Oriented .3 
Honest Reports 2 
Evaluation is Continuous Process 2 
Individualized 2 
Mutual Trust 2 
Flexible 2 
A.A.A. 
School 
Response 
11 
6 
1 
1 
~ 
8 
1 
1 
1 
1 
AA 
School 
Response 
6 
6 
2 
6 
2 
3 
3 
J 
3 
2 
3 
1 
3 
1 
A 
School 
Response 
8 
1 
12 
13 
6 
4 
4 
.5 
S 
6 
4 
J 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
N 
o 
\J!. 
Table 63 (Oontinued) 
Total 
Strengths Response 
Effective 2 
Teachers Feel Evaluation is Fair 2 
Consistency 2 
Communication 2 
Length of Observations 2 
People Involved in the Observation Process 2 
More than one Evaluation 1 
Thorough Evaluation on Inexperienced 1 
Teacher Concerned About Christian Growth 1 
Forces the Principal to Evaluate 1 
Evaluation is Learning situation 1 
Fermal Visits 1 
Job Security 1 
Inclusive Instrument 1 
Teacher Awareness of What is in File 1 
Peer Evaluation 1 
Written Suggestions 1 
Simple 1 
Evaluation Program Developed by Teaohers 
Board Members and Administrators 1 
All 
School 
Response 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
AA 
School 
Response 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
A 
School 
Response 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I\) 
o 
~ 
Table 64 
Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa to the 
Question Regarding the Greatest Weakness of Their Teacher 
Evaluation Program 
All AA 
Total School School 
Weaknesses Respon.se Response Response 
Not Enough Time to Evaluate 53 1, 12 Not Enough Observations 31 a 
Need Another Person Evaluating 11 2 5 
Evaluation Instrument 9 :3 6 Not Comprehensive Enough 7 2 1 
Teachers,Fearful of Evaluations 7 :3 1 
Need Folowup 6 1 1 
Lack of Organization 6 4 
Need to Spend More Time on Evaluation 5 5 
Lack of Measurable Items 5 1 
Defensive Attitude of Teachers 4 
Board Sees Evaluations as Punitive :3 
Evaluator not Trained :3 
Evaluation Used for Renewal of Contracts 2 
Not Enough Self· Evaluation 2 
No Grievance Procedure 2 
Too Time Consuming 2 1 
Classroom Control . 2 
Evaluation Fails to Point Out Weaknesses 2 1 
Inflexible 2 1 
More Teacher Involvement 2 2 
Haven't Made Evaluation a Priority 2 1 1 
A 
School 
Response 
26 
19 
4 
4 
J 
4 
2 
4 
4 
J 
:3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
N> 
0 
....,., 
Tab1e 64 (Continued) 
AA.A AA A. 
Total School School School 
Weaknesses Response Response Response Response 
Presentation Methods of the Teacher 2 1 1 
No Teacher Motivation for Improvement 2 2 
Don't Reward Good Teaoher 1 1 
Department Chairmen Don!t Evaluate 
Effeotively 1 1 
Beginning Teacher Poorly Prepared 1 1 
Teacher "Acts" When Being Eva1uated 1 1 
Evaluation is not for Improvement 1 1 
Evaluator Needs to be Pushed 1 1 
Teacher's Assooiation 1 1 
Evaluation Program Needs Re-Evaluated 1 1 
Need Peer Evaluation 1 1 
Too Subjective 1 1 
Need More Teacher Conferences 1 1 
Lack of Student Participation 1 1 
Too General 1 1 
Lack of Consistent Procedures 1 1 
Need Definition of a "Good Teacher" 1 1 
Principal • s Lack of Expertise 1 1 
Lack of Objeotives. 1 1 
Lack of Defined Procedures 1 1 
Make a Good Teaoher Out of a Poor One 1 1 
ArtiCUlation K-12 1 1 
More Written Evaluations Needed 1 1 
Early Deadline for Written Evaluations 1 1 
N 
0 
CD 
responses, This was followed in frequency by not enough 
observations made of teachers, with 31 responses, 
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There were 26 teacher eValuation criteria identified 
in the questionnaire. In addition, there were nine questions 
that were clarification questions requiring additional data 
from the principals regarding one of the criteriao Table 65 
pertains to the 26 criteria questions. For comparison sake, 
each question is stated and the percentage response is given 
for the total schools, as well as each school classification. 
In addition, the percentage response is also given for the 
total that responded with +3 (very important) or +2 (moder-
ately important). in each category. 
In general. out of the twenty-six criteria outlined in 
Table 65. six of the criteria were not being used by a major-
ity of principals. Four of the criteria were not rated as 
either livery important" or "moderately important" by a major-
ity of the principals. Eleven criteria received a 75 percent 
or better "yes" response by the principals. Fourteen of the 
26 criteria were rated by 75 percent or more of the prin-
. 
cipals as either "very important" or "moderately important". 
A complete summary of the responses to the criteria will be 
discussed in Chapter four, followed by conclusions. and 
recommendations. 
Table 65 
Summary of Responses of Selected Secondary Principals in the State of Iowa 
to the Twenty-Six Teaoher Evaluation Criteria 
A.AA AA A 
Total Sohool School School 
Response Response Response Response 
Criteria Yes +3±2 Yes +lt2 Yes +)+2 Yes +3+2 
This School Distriot has a Written Philosophy 
Stating District Goals and or Objectives 84% 82% 9~ 80% 8,", 80% 84% 84% 
All Members of the Prinoipals Teaohing Staff 
Have Their Instruotional Objectives 
Identified in Printed Form 49% 76% 54% 82% 54% 78% 44% 73% 
The School Distriot has a Formal Written 
Description of the Teacher Evaluation 
Process 
The Teachers Were Involved in the Develop-
ment of the Evaluation Program 
Teacher Evaluation is one of the Top 
Priorities of this School District 
The Teacher Evaluation Program Assesses 
Specific Strengths and Weaknesses of 
Each Teaoher 
The Main Goal of the Teacher Evaluation 
Program is the Improvement of Instruction 
6~ 7~ 7_ 7_ 6~ 7_ 6~ 7_ 
72% 76% 81% 80% 76% 8;% 65% 68% 
53% 69% 59% 84% 64% 74% 44% 65% 
7~ 84% 8_ 8~ 7~ 90% 7. 8_ 
90% 90% 90% 93% 92% 96% 89% 87% 
l\) 
..... 
o 
Tab1e 65 (Continue4) 
llA AA A. 
Total School School School 
Response Response Response Response 
Criteria Yes +3+2 Yes +3+2 Yes +J+2 Yes +J+2 
~he School District has an Appeal Procedure 
Established for the Teaoher in Case the 
Teacher Disagrees with the Administrative 
Evaluation 
The Teachers on the Principal~s Staff Know 
What is Written in Their Evaluation File 
The School District has a Written Dismissal 
Procedure for Teachers 
The Teachers on the Principal·s Staff Under-
stand the Whole Process of the Teacher 
Evaluation Program 
,_ 6_ 7. 7~ 6~ 7_ ,~ ,. 
9_ 8~ 9~ 8~ 9~ 9_ 8~ 8~ 
63~ 72% 77% 75% 68~ 76% 54% 68~ 
59% 80% 59% 82% 58% 80% 59% 78% 
The Schoo1 District has a Po1iey of Constant1y 
Evaluating and Updating the Teacher 
Evaluation Program 44% 63% 62% 72~ 34% 6Q% 42% 61% 
The Outstanding Teacher as Identified by the 
Teacher Evaluation Program is Recognized 
and/or Rewarded in Some Way other Than a 
Written Evaluation ~ 2~ ~ 2~ ~ 3~ _ 2_ 
Formal Observations. Involving Classroom 
Visitations in Order to Objectively Eva1uate 
the Teacher,!-s Instruotional Performance is 
Utilized in the Principal's Evaluation 
Program 89% 77% 90% 85% 90% 74% 89% 76ft, 
N 
...... 
...... 
Table 65 (Continued) 
All .A.A. A 
Total School School School 
Response Response Response Response 
Criteria Yes +lt2 Yes +lt2 Yes+Jt2 Yes +lt2 
The Reliability of the Formal Observation of a 
Teacher increases with the Number of Formal 
Observations of that Teacher 59% 57% 59% 59% 52% 54% 63" 58% 
Formal Observations are Made More Frequently 
on Inexperienced Teachers on the Prin-
cipal's Staff 88% 8)% 92% 85% 94% 84% 84% 82% 
The Formal Observation Process will be More 
Reliable if More than One Person is 
Involved in the Observing Process 
The Formal Observation is for the Length of 
the Class Period or Long Enough to 
Objectively Observe the Activity of the 
Class 
The Teachers on the Principal's Staff are 
Informed in Advance as to When a Formal 
Evaluation will be Taking Place 
The Teachers on the Principal's Staff Have a 
Meeting with Him, or One of the Persons 
Who Will be Observing Them Prior to any 
Formal Observation 
7.5% 64% 8.5% 74% 76% 62% 13% 60% 
87% 77% 82% 7~ 8S% 74% 88% 77% 
29% 4.5% 26% 41% 24% 48% JJ% 44% 
18% 35% 28% 47% 10% 24% 19% 35% 
N 
..... 
N 
Table 65 (Continued) 
All AA A 
Total . School School School 
Response Response Response Response 
Criteria Yes +3+2 Yes +:tt2 Yes+J±2 Yes +3+2 
After a Teacher has Been Formally Observed, 
a Conferenoe is Held with the Teaoher and 
the Observer, Where a Summarization of the 
Observation Takes Place 79% 7~ 79% 19% 74% 82% 82% 78% 
When Observing in a Formal Evaluation a 
Checklist of Observation Objectives are 
41% Used by the Observer 35% 36% 23% .38% .38% 44% 39% 
In the Principal.'s Teacher Evaluation Program, 
the Observers in General have Sufficient 
Skill to Objectively Observe Teacher 
Performance 72% 80% 82% 87% 76% '74% 65% 80% 
In the Principal,.I,s Teacher Evaluation Program, 
the Observers in General Have Sufficient 
Skill to Objectively Discuss the Observa-
tions with the Teacher 79% 83% 82% 86% 84% 84% 74% 82% 
There is Other Formally Planned Input Used 
in the Principal.'s Teacher Evaluation 
Program Aside From Formal Observations 58% 61% 77% 64% 46% 54% 58% 63% 
In General the Principal Needs to Devote 
More Time to the Process of Evaluating 
82% Teachers 77% 72% 69% 86% 78% 85% 80% 
N 
.. 
\..a) 
Chapter 4 
SUMlURY 
~he questionnaire contained 35 questions pertaining to 
the principal~s teacher evaluation program. There were 26 
teacher evaluation criteria identified in the questionnaire. 
Nine of the questions were clarification questions requiring 
additional data from the principals regarding the criteria. 
Table 65. in Chapter 3. lists the criteria questions and the 
percentage responses given for the "yes" practice. In addi-
tion, the percentage response is given for the "degree of 
importance" of +3 (very important) or +2 (moderately impor-
tant). This gives a comparison summary of the criteria that 
is practiced and the criteria that is rated with a higher 
degree of importance by the secondary principals. 
Six of the criteria were not being practiced by a 
majority of principals. The criteria weres 
4. 
All members of the principal's staff have their 
instructional objectives identified in printed form. 
The school district has a policy Qf constantly 
evaluating and updating the teacher eValuation 
program. 
The outstanding teacher, as.identifi~d by the 
teacher evaluation program ~s recogn~zed and/or . 
rewarded in some way other than a wr~tten evaluat~on. 
The teachers on the principal's staff ~e i~formed 
in advance as to when a formal evaluat~on w~ll be 
taking place. 
The teachers on the principal's staff have a meeting 
with him, or one of the persons who will be observing 
prior to any formal observation. 
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6. When ~bse~ing in a formal evaluation a checklist 
of obJeot~ves are used by the observer. 
Four of the criteria were not rated as either +3 (very 
important) or +2 (moderately important) by a majority of the 
principals. They inolude the following. 
1. The outstanding teacher, as identified by the 
teacher e!aluation program is recognized and/or 
rewarded ~n some way other than a written 
evaluation. 
2 - The teaohers on the principal's staff are informed 
in advance as to when a formal eValuation will be 
taking place. 
3- The teachers on the principal's staff have a meeting 
with him. or one of the persons who will be observing 
prior to any formal observation. 
4 - When observing in a formal evaluation a checklist 
of objectives are used by the observer. 
There were eleven criteria that were practiced by 75 
percent or more of the principals. They include the following I 
3· 
4. 
6. 
This school district has a written philosophy stating 
district goals and/or objectives. 
The teacher eValuation program assesses specific 
strengths and weaknesses of each teacher. 
The main goal of the teacher evaluation program is 
the improvement of instruction. 
The teachers on the principal's staff know what is 
written in their eValuation file. 
Formal observations, involving classroom visit~tions 
in order to objectively ~valuate the tea~he~ i~truC­
tional performance is utilized in the prinCipal s 
eValuation program-
Formal observations are made more frequently on 
inexperienoed teachers on the principal's staff. 
The formal observation process will be more reliable 
if more than one person is involved in the observing 
process. 
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8. The forma~ observation is for the length of the 
class p~r~od or long enough to objectively observe 
the act1v1ty of the class. 
9· After a ~eacher has been formally observed, a con-
ference 18 held wi~h the teacher and the observer, 
where a summarizat10n of the observation takes place. 
10. In the pri~cipal's teacher evaluation program, the 
o~servers 1n general have sufficient skill to objec-
t1vely discuss the observations with the teacher. 
11. In general. the principal needs to devote more time 
to the process of evaluating teachers. 
Fourteen of the twenty-six criteria were rated as 
either +3 (very important) or +2 (moderately important) by 
? 5 percent or more of the principals. They include I 
3· 
4. 
6. 
8. 
This school district has a written philosophy stating 
district goals and/or objectives. 
All members of the principal's staff have their in-
structional objectives identified in printed form. 
The teachers were involved in the development of 
the eValuation program. 
The teacher eValuation program assesses specific 
strengths and weaknesses of each teacher. 
The main goal of the teacher evaluation program is 
the improvement of instruction. 
The teachers on the principal's staff know what is 
written in their evaluation file. 
The teachers on the principal's staff understand the 
whole process of the teacher evaluation program. 
Formal observations, involving classroom visitations 
in order to objectively evaluate ~he t!acher's . 
instructional performance is util~zed ~n the pr1n-
cipal;'s eValuation program-
Formal observations are made more f~equ;ntlY on 
inexperienced teachers on the princlpal s staff. 
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10. The form~ observation is for the length of the 
class per~od or long enough to objectively observe 
the activ1ty of the olass. 
11. After a ~eacher has been formally observed, a con-
ferenoe 1S held with the teacher and the observer 
where a summarization of the observation takes • place.! 
12. In the pri~cipal's teacher evaluation program. the 
observers Ln general have sufficient skill to 
objectively observe teacher performance. 
13· In the pri~eipa1's teacher evaluation program, the 
observers 1n general have sufficient skill to 
objectively discuss the observations with the 
teacher. 
14. In general, the principal needs to devote more 
time to the process of evaluating teachers. 
Of the criteria rated as either "very important" or 
"moderately important tt by 75 percent of the principals, 
there were four that were not practiced by 75 percent, or 
more, of the principals. Those criteria include the fol-
lowings 
1. 
4. 
All members of the principal's teaching staff have 
their instructional objectives identified in printed 
form., 
The teachers were involved in the development of 
the eValuation program. 
The teachers on the principal's staff understand 
the whole process of the teacher evaluation 
program. 
In the principal'S teacher evalu~tion p~ogram the 
observers in general have sufficl.ent skUl to 
objectively observe teacher performance. 
The Class AAA. !A. and A schools agreed on some of the 
criteria with respect to practice as well as degree of impor-
tanee. There were four criteria that none of the classes 
rated above the 50 percent level in practice or degree of 
importance.' Those criteria include the fOllowing. 
1. The outstanding. teacher. as identified by the 
teacher e!a1uat~on program is recognized and/or 
rewarde~ ~n some way other than a written 
evaluat~on. 
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2. ~he teachers on the principal's staff are informed 
~n ~dvance as to when a formal eValuation will be 
tak1ng place. 
3. T~e te~chers on the principal's staff have a meeting 
w~th h~m. or one of the persons who will be observing 
them prior to any formal observation. 
4. When observing in a formal eValuation a checklist 
of observation objectives are used by the observer. 
In addition, Class AA schools had two criteria that 
they rated collectively above the 50 percent level as either 
"very important" or "moderately important". but the practice 
response of the principals was below 50 percent. Those cri-
teria included (1) The school district has a policy of con-
stantly evaluating and updating the teacher eValuation program, 
and {2} There is other formally planned input used in our 
teacher eValuation program aside from formal observations. 
The Class A schools rated collectively three criteria 
above 50 percent as either "very important" or "moderately 
important". The practice, however, of the principals was 
below 50 percent "yes". Those criteria included (1) All 
members of the principal's teaching staff have their instruc-
tional objectives identified in printed form. (2) Teacher 
evaluation is one of the top priorities of this school dis-
trict, and (3) The school district has a policy of constantly 
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evaluating and updating the teacher evaluation program. 
There were five criteria that the Class AAA, !A, and 
A schools practiced with a 75 percent, or more. response and 
were rated collectively as either "very important" or "mod-
erately important" by a 75 percent majority. They included 
the following criteria. 
1. This school district has a written philosophy 
stating district goals and/or objectives. 
2. The teacher eValuation program assesses specific 
strengths and weaknesses of each teacher. 
3. The main goal of the teacher eValuation program 
is the improvement of instruction. 
4. The teachers on the principal's staff know what 
is written in their eValuation file. 
5. Formal observations are made more frequently on 
inexperienced teachers on the principal's staff. 
In addition, there were three criteria that the Class 
AAA and A schools indicated were being practiced by 75 per-
cent, or more, and rated as "very important" or "moderately 
important" by 75 percent or more of the principals. They 
included the criteria, (1) The teachers were involved in the 
development of the evaluation program, and (2) In the prin-
cipal's teacher evaluation program the observers in general 
have sufficient skill to objectively discuss the observa-
tions with the teacher. 
There was one criterion that the Class AA and A schools 
had indicated that 75 percent. or more, practiced and 75 
percent or more rated as "very important" or "moderately 
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important" • The criterion was in general the principal 
needs to devote more time to the process of evaluating 
teachers. 
The Class Ali. sehool\'s indicated that 15 criteria were 
practiced by 75 pereent or more of the principals. Fifteen 
criteria received a "very important.. or "moderately impor-
tant" rating by 75 percent. or more, of the principals. fen 
of these criteria have been included in preceeding lists. 
The other five include the following criteria for Class AAA 
schools 0 
PRACTICE. 1. The school district has a formal written 
description of the teacher evaluation 
process. 
3· 
4. 
5· 
DEGREE OF 
IMPORTANCE. 1. 
2. 
J. 
The school district has a written dismissal 
procedure for teachers. 
The formal observation process will be more 
reliable if more than one person is in-
volved in the observing process. 
In the principal's teacher evaluation pro-
gram, the observers in general have suffi-
cient skill to objectively observe teacher 
performance. 
There is other formally planned input used 
in our teacher evaluation program aside 
from formal observations. 
All members of the principal's teaching 
staff have their instructional objectives 
identified in printed form. 
Teacher eValuation is one o! th~ top 
priorities of this sehool d1str1ct. 
The school district has a written dis-
missal procedure for teachers. 
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4. The teachers on the principal's staff 
understand the whole process of the 
teacher evaluation program. 
S. In the principal's teacher eValuation 
program, the observers in general have 
sufficient skill to objectively observe 
teacher performance. 
The Class AA sohools indicated twelve criteria were 
practiced by ?S percent, or more, of the principals. The 
Class AA schools also rated twelve criteria either as "very 
important" or "moderately important" by 75 percent. or more, 
of the principals. Eight of these criteria have been dis-
cussed. The other four include the following criteria for 
Class AA schools. 
PRACTICE. 1. Formal observations, involving classroom 
visitations in order to objectively evalu-
ate the teacher's instructional performance 
is utilized in the principal's eValuation 
program. 
4. 
DEGREE OF 
IMPORTANCE. 1. 
The formal observation process will be 
more reliable if more than one person is 
involved in the observing process. 
The formal observation is for the length 
of the class period or long enough to 
objectively observe the activity of the 
class. 
In the principal's teacher eValuation 
program. the observers in general have 
sufficient skill to objectively observe 
teacher performance. 
All members of the principal's teaching 
staff have their instructional objectives 
identified in printed form. 
The school district has a written dis-
missal procedure for teachers. 
3· The teachers on the principal's staff 
understand the whole process of the 
teacher evaluation program. 
222 
4. After a teacher has been formally observed 
a conference is held with the teacher and ' 
the observer. where a summarization of the 
observation takes place. 
The Olass A sehools indicated nine criteria were 
practiced by 75 percent. or more, of the principals. All of 
those criteria have been identified with the preceding dis-
cussion. The Class A schools also rated twelve criteria 
either as "very important" or Mmoderately important" by 15 
percent, or more, of the principalso Nine of these criteria 
have been discussed. The other three include the following 
criteria for Class A schools. 
DEGREE OF 
IMPORTANCE. 1. The teachers on the principal's staff 
understand the whole process of the 
teacher evaluation program. 
In the principal's teacher eValuation 
program. the observers in general have 
sufficient skill to objectively observe 
teacher performance. 
In the principal's teacher eValuation 
program the observers in general have 
sufficient skill to objectively discuss 
the observations with the teacher. 
There were six criteria where there was a difference 
between the response of the Class !!A. !A. and A schools by 
19 percent or more. in relation to practice or degree of 
importance.' The Class AAA and A schools had a difference of 
19 percent or more in the "yes" practice response with the 
criteria relating to the (1) appeal procedure for teachers, 
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(2) dismissal procedure for teachers. (3) other input in the 
evaluation program, and (4) the constant evaluation of the 
teacher evaluation progran'h The Class All and A schools had 
one criterion where the degree of importance rating had a 19 
percent. or greater. margin. That was the criterion relating 
to teacher eValuation being a priority of the school district. 
The Class AAA and Class AA schools had a difference 
of 28 percent in the "yes" response in the criteria relating 
to (1) the policy of constant evaluation of the teacher evalu-
ation program, and a difference of 31 percent in the criteria 
relating to (2) other input in the evaluation program. There 
was one criterion where the difference between the degree of 
importance was 23 percent between the Class All and AA 
schools. That criterion related to conferences being held 
with the teaoher prior to observation. 
The Class AA and Class A schools had one criterion 
where there was a difference of 20 percent which was the 
"yes" response to the criterion that teacher eValuation is a 
priority of the school district. There was one criterion 
relating to the appeal procedure for teachers where there 
was a difference of 21 percent between the Class AA and A 
schools. There was also a difference of 19 percent between 
the Class AA and A schoolS regarding the criterion relating 
to the teachers being involved in the development of the 
eValuation program. 
All of the schools indicated that the principal was 
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involved to a large extent in teacher eValuation. There was 
little difference in the number of teacher evaluations on 
each teacher; the main difference being the number of evalua-
tions conducted by the principal himself; with the Class AAA 
schools having a smaller number than the Class AA and A 
schools. There was also little difference in the total 
number of minutes spent in formal eValuationso There was 
general agreement by all the principals that they lack the 
time to evaluate. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The first major purpose of this study was to identify 
criteria for a teacher eValuation program. Criteria, 
according to some authorities, were identified as being 
important ingredients in a teacher eValuation program. The 
data indicates that the criteria. in general, were important 
to the majority of principals. There were 22 of the 26 cri-
teria that recieved a majority of principals indicating the 
importance of the criterion as either very important or 
moderately important. There were 20 of the 26 criteria that 
were practiced by 50 percent or more of the principals. Thus, 
the majority of the teacher eValuation criteria in this study 
is important to the majority of principals who responded 
in this study. 
The second major purpose of this study was to sample 
the teacher evaluation practices of the secondary school 
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principals, and determine to what extent they were following 
the criteria. The results of the study indicate that the 
majority of the principals were practicing the criteria 
indicated by the questionnaire. There were six out of 26 
criteria that less than 50 percent of the principals were 
practicing. These six criteria were all related to staff 
input or participation. The majority of the remaining 20 re~ 
late to the principal's input or function. 
The third major purpose of the study was to deter-
mine the degree of importance the secondary principals 
placed on the criteria. Thus. the degree of importance 
would indicate what is important to principals in a teacher 
eValuation program. There were four criteria that were not 
indicated by a majority as either livery important" or "mod-
erately important". These four criteria were all related to 
pre-evaluation preparation with the teacher and recognition 
of ability following the evaluation. It would also appear 
that a large majority of "slightly important", "slightly un-
important" t "moderately unimportant" and "very unimportant", 
came from principals who indicated they did not, or seldom 
practiced the criteria. 
The fourth major purpose of the study was to compare 
the teacher evaluation practices of different sized schools. 
In general, the Class AAA. AA. and A schools had agreement 
on the 26 major criteria- In addition, all of the schools 
indicated that the principal was involved to a large extent 
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in teacher evaluation. Also there was little difference in 
the number of teacher evaluations on each teacher, or the 
total number of minutes spent in formal evaluations. There 
was general agreement by all the administrators that lack 
of time to evaluate was their main weakness. 
Thus, it would seem that the majority of teacher 
eValuation criteria identified in this study is being prac-
ticed in the State of Iowa_ It would seem that the majority 
of teacher eValuation criteria identified in this study has 
importance to the principals in the State of Iowao In addi-
tion, it would also seem that regardless of the size of 
school, there are similarities that exist between the 
teacher evaluation programs of all schools in the State of 
Iowa. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The main implication of this study is that it has 
identified some teacher eValuation criteria. The study has 
also identified some of the practices of the high school 
principals in the State of Iowa in relation to these cri-
teria. The study has also indicated the degree of importance 
that the principals in this study place on different evalua-
tion criteria. Thus. this study blends some information 
from theory and practice regarding teacher evaluation. 
According to the literature, administrators in this 
country must start devoting more time and energy to teacher 
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evaluation. Administrators must make it one of their prior-
ities. The theory of teacher evaluation is based on the 
idea that improved supervision will result in the improve-
ment of instruotion. The principal that is concerned about 
teacuer eValuation should look at teacher eValuation cri-
teria. teacher evaluation practices, and the importance 
different administrators put en different eValuation cri-
teria- Hopefully some of the data in this study will be a 
start for an administrator that is concerned about teacher 
evaluation. 
The following recommendations result from this study. 
1.', This study should be replicated on a different 
sample group. 
20 This study should be used by administrators who 
are starting to develop a teacher eValuation program, because 
it identifies some evaluation criteria. as well as the impor-
tance given to the criteria by secondary principals. 
3. That a study be made using the teacher and their 
perceptions of the importance of the criteria. 
4. Recommend a study of teacher evaluation programs 
as to their effectiveness in improving instruction. 
5. That teachers be involved more at all levels of 
the eValuation process. 
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TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
School ______________ _ Enrollment 9-12 ____ _ 
Number of Teachers on Your Staff 9-12 
----
10-12 __ _ 
Total Number of Professional Staff Members (including 
Teachers) 9-12 
---
10-12 __ _ 
The following items refer to your specific situation. 
For each item please give your response to the statement, 
either If yes", "no", "uncertain", or "sometimes". Then, 
regardless of your response, indicate the degree of importance 
you place on the activity or idea expressed in that item by 
circling the appro'Qriate number. The scale is as followsl 
+3 = very important 
+2 = moderately important 
+1 = slightly important 
-1 :: slightly unimportant 
-2 = moderately unimportant 
-3 :: very unimportant 
1. This school district has a written philosophy stating 
district goals and/or objectives. 
___ Yes ___ No __ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
2. All members of my teaohing staff have their instructional. 
objectives identified in printed form. 
___ Yes ___ No Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
3. The school distriot has a formal written desoription of 
the teacher evaluation prooess. 
___ Yes ___ No uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -) 
235 
Ja.' If Yes to item three, please answer. 
The teachers were involved in the development of 
the evaluation program. 
___ Yes 
__ No 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
4. Teacher Evaluation is one of the top priorities of this 
school district. 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
5. The teacher eValuation program assesses specific strengths 
and weaknesses of each teacher. 
Yes ___ No __ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
6. The Main goal of the teacber eValuation program is the 
improvement of instruction. 
___ Yes ___ No Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
70 The school district has an appeal procedure established 
for the teacher in case the teacher disagrees with the 
administrative evaluation. 
Yes ___ No Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
80 The teachers on my staff know what is written in their 
evaluation file. 
___ Yes No uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
9. The school district has a written dismissal procedure 
for teachers. 
Yes ___ No uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
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10. The teachers on my staff understand the whole process of 
the teacher evaluation program. 
___ Yes ____ No 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
The schoo~ district has a poliey of constantly evaluat' . 
and updat~ng the teacher eValuation program. 1ng 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
12. The out~tanding teac~er. as identified by your teacher 
evaluat~on program, ~s recognized and/or rewarded in some 
way other than a written evaluation. 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
12ao If the answer was "Yes" or "sometimes" to item twelve, 
please specify. 
money 
board commendation 
community acknowledgement other ______ ""-__________________________ __ 
13- Formal observations, involving classroom visitations in 
order to objectively evaluate the teachers instructional 
performance, is utilized in my teacher eValuation pro-
gram. 
___ Yes No 
---
Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
Item 13a through Item 23 relate to formal observations. 
If your response in Item 13 was MYes" or "sometimes, It 
please continue with item 13a- If your response was "No", 
please go to item 24 and continue from there-
1)a. People involved in our formal observationsl Please 
specify. 
Principal teachers 
--- Assistant principal -- curriculum 
Superintendent specialists 
--- Department Chairman __ Other (please specify) 
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14. ~he reliabi~ity of the formal observation of a teacher 
~ncreas~s w~th the number of formal observations of th t teacher~ a 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Sometimes 
__ Uncertain 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
14a. The number of formal eValuations conducted on 
teachers on my staff? 
__ Minimum 
___ Maximum 
14b. The number of formal evaluations conducted on 
teachers on my staff by me? 
___ Minimum 
___ Maximum 
15. Formal observations are made more frequently on inex-
perienced teachers on my staff. 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Sometimes 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
16. The formal observation process will be more reliable if 
more than one person is involved in the observing 
process .' 
___ Yes ___ No Sometimes 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
The formal observation is for the length of the class 
period, or long enough to objectively observe the activ-
ity of the class. 
___ Yes ___ No Sometimes 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
17a 0 The average ,length of my formal observation? 
Minutes 
---
18. The teachers on my staff are informe~ in advance as to 
when a formal evaluation will be takLng place. 
___ Yes No 
--
Sometimes 
--
Degree of Importance +J +2 +1 -1 -2 -J 
19· 
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The teachers on my s~aff have a meeting with me or one 
of the persons ,!ho wlll. be observing them prior to any 
formal observatlon. ThlS conference is to plan activities 
to be observed, goals to.be identified, problems antici-
pated, strategy of teachlng. how evaluations will take 
place, etc. 
___ Yes ___ No 
__ Sometimes 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
20. After a teacher has been formally observed. a conferEn ce 
is held with the teacher and the observer, where a 
summarization of the observation takes place. 
Yes 
---
___ No 
__ Sometimes 
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
21. When observing in a formal evaluation a checklist of 
observation objectives are used by the observer. 
___ Yes ___ No Sometimes 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
22. In our teacher evaluation program the observers in 
general have sufficient skill to objectively observe 
teacher performance. 
23. 
___ Yes ___ NO Sometimes 
--
Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
In our teacher evaluation program t~e o~server~ in 
general have sufficient skill to obJectlvely dlSCUSS 
the observations with the teacher. 
___ Yes No 
---
sometimes 
---
Uncertain 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
24. There is other formally planned input used in,our teacher 
evaluation program aside from formal observatlons. 
___ Yes No 
---
Sometimes 
--
Degree of Importance +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 
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If your response to It 
times. n please check t~: 21 was ~Yes" or "some-
appropr1ate categoriesl 
_____ Teacher. self evaluation 
___ V1deo Tape 
Questionnaires 
--___ Characteristic Checksheet 
___ Other 
-----------------------
Formal Instruments 
_____ Fl~ders Interaction Profile (or 
slm1lar) 
_____ T~acher Image Questionnaire 
___ V1CS 
___ Other 
------------------------
Student Evaluations 
_____ Purdue Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire 
_____ Teacher Constructed Instrument 
_____ Characteristic Checksheet 
_____ Other __________________________ __ 
Other (Please Describe) 
-------------------
25. In general, I need to devote more time to the process of 
evaluating teachers. 
___ Yes No __ Sometimes 
Degree of Importance +J +2 +1 -1 -2 -J 
25a. If your response was "Yes u or "sometimes", please 
check the appropriate items. Reasons for not 
spending more time on teacher eValuationl 
Superintendent has not pushed for evaluations 
Teachers resist eValuations 
_____ Board of Education has not pushed for 
Evaluations 
_____ Public has not pushed for eValuations 
_____ Principal has more important pr~ary roles 
Principal does not have enough t1me 
_____ Principal does not want to adversely affect 
teachers' lives 
_____ Principal lacks expe:tise to ~valuate 
_____ Principal fears hostile react10n from teachers 
on an adverse eValuation 
Other ____ -----------------------------
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From m~ ex~erience the procedure I have found to be moat 
effect~ve ~ helpi~g teachers correct incompetencies is (check the appropr1ate item). 
Principal suggestions 
----- Peer group suggestions 
Outside consultants 
---
__ Teacher initiated self help 
__ Other (Please specify) __________ _ 
27. The greatest strength of our teacher evaluation program? 
28. The greatest weakness of our teacher eValuation program? 
If you wish to add comments, please put them on the back of 
this sheet. 
APPENDIX B 
PRINCIPALS RECEIVING QUESTIONNAIRE 
lA Earl Bridgewater, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm. School District 
East High School 
815 E. 13th Street 
Des Moines, Iowa 50)16 
lB Gerald Dockum, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm. School District 
Hoover High School 
4800 Aurora Avenue 
Des Moines, Iowa SO)10 
lC Melvin J. Bowen, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm. School District 
Lincoln High School 
2600 Southwest 9th Street 
Des Moines, Iowa S&31S 
lD Rolland E. Brownell, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm. School District 
North High School 
SOl Holcomb Avenue 
Des Moines; Iowa S0313 
1E Bruce D., Gardner, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm.' School District 
Roosevelt High School 
4419 Center Street 
Des Moines, Iowa S0312 
iF Donald Blackman, Principal 
Des Moines Independent Comm. School District 
Des Moines Tech High School 
1800 Grand Avenue 
Des Moines, Iowa 50J07 
2A Lawrence Gehring, Jr., Principal 
Davenport Comm. School District 
Central High School 
1120 Main Street 
Davenport, Iowa 5280) 
2B Keith Mattke, Director .' 
Davenport Community School D1str1ct 
Center for Vocational Education 
1002 W. Kimberly 
Davenport. Iowa 5280) 
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2C Robert John Liddy, Principal 
Davenport Comma School District 
West High School 
3505 West Locust 
Davenport, Iowa 52804 
3A Richard Miles 
Central High School 
1350 South Hackett Road 
Waterloo, Iowa 50701 
3B Alan Krebs 
East High School 
214 High Street 
Waterloo, Iowa 50701 
3C Gerald Fain 
West High School 
Baltimore and Ridgeway 
Waterloo. Iowa 50701 
4A Don Ho' Kolsrud, Principal 
Dubuque Comma School District 
Dubuque Senior High School 
1800 Clarke Drive 
Dubuque. Iowa ;2001 
5 Robert Bargman. Principal 
Fort Dodge Comma School District 
Fort Dodge High School 
819 N.\ 25th Street 
Fort Dodge, Iowa ,0;01 
6 John A. Finnessey. Principal 
Marshalltown Comma High School District 
Marshalltown High School 
1602 South 2nd Avenue 
Marshalltown, Iowa ;0158 
7 Lewis Dye 
Ottumwa High School 
Seoond & College 
Ottumwa, Iowa ;2;01 
8 John B. Patzwald, Principal 
Mason City Comma School District 
Mason City High School 
1100 Fourth Southeast 
Mason City. Iowa ;0401 
9 Ralph Farrar 
Ames Community School District 
20th and Ridgewood 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
10 C. Robert Bennett 
Newton Senior High School 
East 4th Street 
Newton.' Iowa 50208 
11 Ernest Doeringsfled 
Urbandale Community High School 
7111 Aurora Avenue 
Urbandale, Iowa 50322 
12 Tommy D. Sheldahl, Principal 
Keokuk Comma School District 
Keokuk High School 
2285 Middle Road 
Keokuk. Iowa 52632 
13 Edward A.' Fischer 
North Scott Comma High School 
200 South 1st street 
Eldridge. Iowa 52748 
14 Ralph Edward Buchman 
Western Dubuque High School 
Epworth, Iowa 52045 
15 Clarence E. Miles 
Lewis Central Senior High School 
Highway 275 
Council Bluffs. Iowa 51501 
16 Virgil D.i Hudson. Principal 
Boone Comma School District 
Boone High School 
621 Crawford Street 
Boone, Iowa 50036 
17 Keith Allenstein 
Pleasant Valley High School 
Belmont Road 
Pleasant Valley, Iowa 52767 
18 Joe D.' Reed. Principal 
LeMara Comma School District 
LaMara High School 
921 Third Avenue southwest 
LeMars, Iowa 51031 
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19 Walter A. Rixen, Principal 
Grinnell-Newburg Comm. School District 
Grinnell Comm. Senior High School 
Box 269 
13JJ Sunset Street 
Grinnell, Iowa 50112 
20 William Mullenberg 
Spencer High School 
800 East Jrd Street 
Spencer, Iowa 50JOl 
21 Willard Prather. Principal 
Knoxville Comm. School District 
Knoxville High School 
102 North Lincoln Street 
Knoxville, Iowa 50138 
22 W. G. Hatfield. Principal 
Independence Comm. School District 
514 Fifth Avenue Southeast 
Independence, Iowa 50644 
23 Robert L. Campbell 
Waukon High School 
1105 Jrd Avenue N.W. 
Waukon, Iowa 52172 
24 Chris KJar, Principal 
Estherv~lle Comm. School District 
Estherville High School 
1520 Central Avenue 
Estherville, Iowa 51J34 
25 Burge Hammond 
WaShington High School 
313 South Fourth Avenue 
Washington, Iowa 52353 
26 Howard Albert Ehrler, Principal 
Central Clinton Comma School District 
Central High School 
Highway 30 East 
DeWitt, Iowa 52742 
27 Paul Everett Johnson, Principal 
Centerville Comma School District 
Centerville High School 
10th and Liberty 
Centerville, Iowa 52544 
28 Richard Paul EVchnef Storm Lake Sen+or H1gh School 621 Tornado Drlve 
Storm Lake, Iowa 50588 
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29 Grover Carl Hedemann, Principal 
Decorah Comm. School District 
ThOSe' Roberts High School 
Claiborne Drive 
Decorah, Iowa 52101 
30 Larry K. Shiley, Princi~al 
Cherokee Comm. School Dlstrict 
Washington High School 
600 West Bluff Street 
Cherokee, Iowa 51012 
31 John Rawlings 
Washington High School 
212 West 15th 
Vinton, Iowa 52349 
32 H. Elgin Allen 
Algona Comm. School District 
Sample and Grove 
Algona. Iowa 50511 
33 ottlin August Wegner 
Davis County Comm. School District 
Davis County Comm. High School 
106 North East Street 
Bloomfield, Iowa 52537 
34 Eugene Ralph Brady 
Perry Community High School 
Perry, Iowa 50220 
35 Alfred O. Swenson 
Osage High School 
South 7th 
Osage, Iowa 50461 
36 Robert Blasi, Princ~pal 
Glenwood Comm. School District 
Glenwood Senior High School 
East 4th Street 
Glenwood, Iowa 51534 
37 William F. Baretich. Principal 
Eagle Grove Comm. School District 
Eagle Grove High School 
Eagle Grove, Iowa 50533 
38 Jean Edward Wilkins 
Pella High School 
E. 212 University Street 
Pella, Iowa 50219 
39 James Pearson 
Camanche High School 
1400 9th Avenue 
Camanche, Iowa 52730 
40 Robert Hoogeveen 
Sheldon High School 
Sheldon, Iowa 51201 
41 Henry Christowski 
Norwalk Senior High School 
Norwalk, Iowa 50211 
42 Robert Schmidt, Principal 
Jefferson Comm. School District 
Jefferson High School 
100 Sunset 
Jefferson, Iowa 50129 
43 Mel Wishman 
Carlisle High School 
Carlisle, Iowa 50047 
44 W. B. Ratterree Jr. 
Spirit Lake High School 
South Hill Avenue 
Spirit Lake, Iowa 51360 
45 Joe Rogers, Principal 
Maquoketa Valley Comm. School District 
Maquoketa Valley High School 
Delhi, Iowa 52223 
46 Dean Gibney 
Central High School 
Argyle, Iowa 52619 
47 Leland Jesse 
Jesup High School 
Jesup, Iowa 50648 
48 Roger Horn 
West Marshall High School 
State Center, Iowa 50241 
49 Robert Paul 
Northeast Community High School 
Goose Lake, Iowa 52750 
50 Ronald Louis Donn 
Turkey Valley HighSchool 
Jackson Junction, Iowa 52150 
.51 Philip Hintz 
Ballard Community High School 
Huxley, Iowa 50124 
.52 Robert Martin Murphy 
Williamsburg High School 
Williamsburg, Iowa 52361 
.5 3 Adrian C.1 Ringold, Principal 
Mount Vernon Comm. School District 
Mount Vernon High School 
525 Palisades Road 
Mount Vernon. Iowa 52314 
.54 Dean Bolluyt 
West Sioux High Sohool 
Hawarden, Iowa 51023 
.55 Robert Templeton 
North Linn Senior High School 
Coggon, Iowa 52218 
.56 William Christensen, Principal 
Maple Valley Commo School District 
Maple Valley High School 
401 S.' 6th 
Mapleton, Iowa 51034 
.57 Donald Grove t Principal 
Central Clayton Commo School District 
Elkader High School 
Elkader, Iowa 52043 
.58 Duane Stanley Munson 
Booklyn-Guernsey-Malcom High School 
Brooklyn, Iowa 52211 
.59 Phillip Rink 
Lake Mills High School 
Lake Mills, Iowa .50450 
60 Donald Southwick 
West Monona High School 
110 Tenth 
Onawa, Iowa 50140 
61 Robert Snater 
Sac Senior High School 
Sac City, Iowa 50583 
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62 Jack Dorothy 
Van Buren High School 
Keosauqua. Iowa 52565 
63 Maynord Gene Lust. Principal 
LaPorte C1 ty Comm. School District 
LaPorte City High School 
200 Adams Street 
LaPorte City, Iowa 50651 
64 Donald Cleveland. Principal 
Belmond Comm. School District 
Belmond Community High School 
Belmond, Iowa 50421 
65 Lloyd Walter Koob 
Nashua Senior High School 
Nashua. Iowa 50658 
66 Jack Poe 
Wapello Senior High School 
Wapello, Iowa 52653 
67 Vincent Meyer 
Waukee Senior High School 
Waukee, Iowa 50263 
68 Gary Rat igan 
Tri Center High School 
Neola. Iowa 51559 
69 John Bohy 
Bellevue High School 
Bellevue. Iowa 52031 
70 Cyril Barnes 
Tiffin High School 
Tiffin, Iowa 52340 
71 Lee Arrowsmith 
South Winneshiek Senior High School 
Calmar, Iowa 52132 
71 Bill Diederich 
Riceville High School 
Riceville, Iowa 50466 
73 RiChard Waters 
Corning High School 
Corning, Iowa 50841 
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74 Roland F. Hansen, Principal 
Belle Plaine Comm. School District 
Belle Plaine Senior High School 
13th Avenue 
Belle Plaine. Iowa 52208 
75 Harold Fishback 
Guttenberg High School 
Guttenberg, Iowa 52052 
Mervin R. Fry, Principal 
Durant Comm. School District 
Durant High School 
408 7th street 
Durant, Iowa 52747 
77 Donald Kuchel 
Westwood High School 
Sloan, Iowa 51055 
78 Richard Donald Pyner 
Wayne Community High School 
Corydon, Iowa 50060 
79 Robert Leroy Clark 
North Tama High School 
Traer, Iowa 50675 
80 Larry Walker 
South East Warren High School 
Liberty Center, Iowa 50145 
81 Jack F. Fisher. Principal 
Britt Comm. School District 
Britt Secondary School 
Britt. Iowa 50423 
82 Bill Admas 
Central High School 
Leon, Iowa 50144 
8) Leroy E. Anderson, Principal .' 
Maurice-Orange City Comm. School D1str1ct 
Maurice-Orange City High School 
615 Eighth Street southeast 
Orange City, Iowa 50141 
84 David Lau 
Edgewood Colesburg Senior High School 
Edgewood. Iowa 52042 
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85 Patrick Minnick 
Rockwell City Senior High School 
Rockwell City, Iowa 50519 
87 John Frost. Principal 
Ida Grove Community School District 
Ida Grove Senior High School 
Ida Grove. Iowa 51445 
88 Ray Lehto, Principal 
Greenfield Commo School District 
Greenfield High School 
306 Southwest S.cond 
Greenfield, Iowa 50849 
89 Wmo Baldwin 
East Union Senior High School 
Afton, Iowa 50830 
90 Allen Edwards 
West Central High School 
Maynard, Iowa 50655 
91 William Tyne 
East Central High School 
Miles, Iowa 52064 
92 Terrill Premus 
Pocahontas High School 
Pocahontas, Iowa 50574 
93 Jim Whalen 
Springville High School 
Springville, Iowa 52336 
94 Lee Burns 
95 
96 
97 
Lawton Bronson High School 
Lawton, Iowa 51030 
Jerry C. Richardson, Principal 
Logan-Magnolia Comm. School District 
Logan-Magnolia Junior-Senior High School 
130 w. 4th 
Logan. Iowa 51546 
Franklin Richards 
Reinbeck High School 
Reinbeck, Iowa 50669 
Howard Kyle, Principal 
Milford Comm. School District 
Milford High School 
Box 147 
Milford, Iowa 51351 
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98 Warren Davison 
Bondurant Farrar High School 
Bondurant, Iowa 50035 
99 Edwin Shank 
Dunkerton Senior High School 
Dunkerton. Iowa 50626 
100 Louis Grimm 
Lincoln Senior High School 
Stanwood, Iowa 52337 
101 Darrell Brand 
Montezume High School 
Montezuma, Iowa 50171 
102 Roy Roed 
Woodbine High School 
Woodbine, Iowa 51579 
103 Elvin McCurdy 
Lynnville Sully High School 
Sully, Iowa 50251 
104 Charles Lorber 
New London Senior High School 
New London, Iowa 52645 
105 James Kerns 
Odebolt Arthur High School 
Odebolt, Iowa 51458 
106 Forrest McElmuray 
West Harrison High School 
Mondamin. Iowa 51557 
107 Osborne Liaboe 
Rock Valley High School 
Rock Valley, Iowa 51247 
108 Jim Munday 
Boyden Hull High School 
Hull. Iowa 51239 
109 John Ford 
LDF Senior High School 
LeGrand, Iowa 50142 
110 M. Hugh Shaw 
Dexfield Senior High School 
Redfield, Iowa 50233 
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111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
Willis Hoff 
Akron Comm. School District 
Kerr Drive 
Akron, Iowa 51001 
Francis Jones 
Laurens High School 
Laurens, Iowa 50554 
Robert Conway 
farkersburg High School 
Parkersburg, Iowa 50665 
Richard Merkle 
Oakland Senior High School 
Oakland. Iowa 51560 
Kenneth Vance 
Preston High School 
Preston, Iowa 52069 
James Altwegg 
Dunlap Senior High School 
Dunlap~ Iowa 51529 
Ron Wuebben 
Aurelia High School 
Aurelia. Iowa 51005 
Omer Troyer 
Anita Senior High School 
Anita, Iowa 50020 
Hilmer Hafner 
Panora Linden High School 
Panora, Iowa 50216 
Robert Janka 
Hinton High School 
Hinton. Iowa 51024 
Albert Wood 
Lisbon High School 
Lisbon, Iowa 52253 
Jack Padilla 
Earlham Senior High School 
Earlham. Iowa 50072 
Robert Meek 
Garnavillo Senior High School 
Garnavillo, Iowa 52049 
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124 Ronald Miller 
Danville Senior High School 
Danville, Iowa 52623 
125 Richard Heimer 
Sheffield Chapin Senior High School 
Sheffield, Iowa 50475 
126 Tom Loel Tuttle, Principal 
Fremont-Mills Comm. School District 
Fremont-Mills Junior-Senior High School 
Tabor, Iowa 51653 
127 Ronald Foelske 
Aplington High School 
Aplington. Iowa 50604 
128 James Robert Gilpin 
129 
130 
131 
132 
13J 
134 
135 
Grand Junction High School 
Grand Junction, Iowa 50107 
Charles Hatwig 
Y J B High School 
Jamaica. Iowa 50128 
Grant Stimson 
Schleswig Senior High School 
Schleswig, Iowa 51461 
Dennis Brechwald 
North Winneshiek Senior High Sehool 
Decorah, Iowa 52101 
Donald Gerlach, Principal 
Armstrong High School 
Armstrong, Iowa 50514 
Carroll Taylor 
Northeast Hamilton Senior High School 
Blairsburg, Iowa 50034 
Gerald Mercer 
Tri County High School 
Thornburg, Iowa 50255 
Albert Hazelhoff 
Ar-We-Va-Community High School 
Westside. Iowa 51467 
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136 Karl Kuhlmann 
Lone Tree Senior High School 
Lone Tree, Iowa 52155 
137 Kyle Chaska 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
Lenox High School 
Lenox, Iowa 50851 
Gaylen Frantz 
Glidden Ralston H~gh School 
Glidden, Iowa 51443 
Dick HUlst 
Floyd Valley High School 
Alton. Iowa 51003 
Joseph Kane 
Remsen Union High School 
Remsen. Iowa 51050 
Renner Ventling 
Anthon Oto Senior High School 
Anthon, Iowa 51004 
Edward Bollinger 
Alden High School 
Alden, Iowa 50006 
Alyn J.c Teater, Principal 
Moravia Comm. School District 
Moravia High School 
Moravia, Iowa 52511 
Richard Bachman 
New Hartford Senior High School 
New Hartford. Iowa 50660 
Alan Rowe 
Norway High School 
Norway, Iowa 52318 
William Cook 
Plainfield Senior High School 
Plainfield, Iowa 50666 
Robert Welsch 
Elk Horn Kimballton High School 
Elk Horn. Iowa 51531 
Larry Johnson 
Everly Senior High School 
Everly. Iowa 51))8 
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149 Dyle Frank Martin 
Ventura Senior High School 
Ventura. Iowa 50482 
150 Paul Oliphant 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
Irwin High School 
Irwin, Iowa 51446 
Kenneth Walter 
United Senior High School 
Boone, Iowa 50036 
Donald Lee 
Nishna Valley Senior High School 
Hastings, Iowa 51540 
Loren Mortvedt 
Olin Senior High School 
Olin, Iowa 52320 
George Rhoads 
Wheatland High School 
Wheatland, Iowa 52777 
Gene Keith Morlan 
Moulton Udell High School 
Moulton, Iowa 52572 
Lynn Hansen 
Swea City Senior High School 
Swea City, Iowa 50590 
William Walsh 
Willow Community High School 
Quimby, Iowa 51049 
w. Raymond Miller Jr. 
Newell Providence Senior High School 
Newell, Iowa 50568 
Harold Keplinger 
Radcliffe Senior High School 
Radcliffe. Iowa 50230 
Gary Peterson 
Sentra! Senior High School 
Fenton, Iowa 50539 
Jim Taylor 
Schaller High School 
Schaller, Iowa 51053 
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162 Wayne Remme 
Sanborn Senior High School 
Sanborn, Iowa 51248 
163 Harold Pruin 
Van Meter Senior High School 
Van Meter, Iowa 50261 
164 Lowell Wedgbury 
Central Dallas Senior High School 
Minburn, Iowa 50167 
165 Larry Shay 
Shellsburg High School 
Shellsburg. Iowa .52332 
166 Robert H., Bassett 
Corwith Wesley High School 
Corwith, Iowa .50430 
167 Allyn Sogard 
South Clay High School 
Gillett Grove, Iowa .51341 
168 Clarence Devine 
Stratford High School 
Stratford, Iowa .50249 
169 Earl Oleson 
Cedar Valley High School 
Somers, Iowa .50.586 
170 Floyd Ruhl 
171 
172 
173 
174 
Essex Senior High School 
Essex, Iowa 51638 
Patrick Sullivan 
Maxwell High School 
Maxwell, Iowa .50161 
Richard Lowery 
Scranton Senior High School 
Scranton, Iowa .51462 
Thomas Maller 
Battle Creek Senior High School 
Battle Creek, Iowa .51006 
Gary Mohl 
Lost Nation Senior High School 
Lost Nation, Iowa 522.54 
2.57 
175 Richard Larson. Principal 
Dows Camm. School District 
Dows Junior-Senior High School 
Dows, Iowa 50011 
176 Homer Mileham 
Garwin Senior High 
Garwin. Iowa 50632 
177 Gerald Brown 
Murray Senior High School 
Muttray, Iowa 50174 
178 Norman Miller 
East Monona High School 
Moorhead, Iowa 51558 
179 James Pasut 
Blakesburg High School 
Blakesburg, Iowa 52536 
180 Vincent Pavlik 
Westfield High School 
Westfield, Iowa 51062 
181 Lloyd Gayman 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
Lincoln Central H~gh School 
Gruver, Iowa 51344 
Kenneth Northrup 
Whiting High School 
Whiting, Iowa 51063 
Harold Adams 
Grand Valley High School 
Kellerton, Iowa 50133 
Eugene C. Johnson 
Ruthven High School 
Ruthven, Iowa 51358 
Principal 
Deep River Millersburg High School 
Millersburg, Iowa 52308 
William Hasenwinkel 
Klemme Senior High School 
Klemme, Iowa 50449 
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187 Morris Johnson 
Sioux Rapids High School 
Sioux Rapids, Iowa 50585 
188 Albert Carr 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 
194 
195 
196 
197 
198 
199 
Bayard Senior High School 
Bayard, Iowa 50029 
William Mertens 
Fox Valley High Sbhool 
Milton, Iowa 52570 
Maurice Miller 
Goldfield Senior High School 
Goldfield, Iowa 50542 
John Delong 
Oxford Junction High School 
Oxford Junction, Iowa 52323 
John Feuerstein 
Luverne High School 
Luverne, Iowa 50560 
Principal 
Ayrshire High School 
Ayrshire, Iowa 50515 
Tony Sebben 
GalvaeHigh School 
Galva, Iowa 51020 
John Doversberger 
Ocheyedan Senior High School 
Ocheyedan, Iowa 51354 
John Edward Phillips 
Fremont High School 
Tabor, Iowa 51653 
Robert Rampulia 
Collins Senior High School 
Collins, Iowa 50055 
Rodney Johnson 
Lakota High School 
Lakota, Iowa 50451 
Francis Johnson 
Melvin Senior High School 
Melvin, Iowa 51350 
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200 
201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
George Bergmann 
Rake Senior High School 
Rake, Iowa 50465 
William R. Baas 
Dowling High School 
1400 Buffalo Raod 
Des Moines, Iowa 50317 
Rev. Walter Brunkan 
Columbus Hi~h School 
3231 West N~nth 
Waterloo, Iowa 50702 
Ross Nielsen 
Price Laboratory School 
19th and Campus 
Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613 
Donald Klein 
Regis High School 
735 Prairie Drive N.E. 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52402 
Geblen Catholic School Inc. 
709 Plymouth Street N.E. 
LeMars •. Iowa 51031 
Rev. Kenneth Gehling 
st. John High School 
301 4th Avenue 
Independence. Iowa 50644 
John P.: Lepetit 
Regina High School 
2150 .Rochester Avenue 
Iowa City, Iowa 52240 
Sister Margaret Hennigan 
sto Mary High School 
525 Eight Avenue South 
Clinton, Iowa 52732 
Paul DeJong 
Pella Christian High School 
Pella, Iowa 50219 
Rev. John R. McClean 
Newman High School 
2445 19th S.W. 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
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211 Marion D. Van Soelen 
Unity Christian High School 
Orange City. Iowa 51041 
212 Rev. Gerald Condon 
Don Bosco High School 
Gilbertville, Iowa 50634 
213 Rev.' John Hyland 
Acquinas High School 
2600 Avenue A 
Fort Madison. Iowa 52627 
214 Rev. Michael Larkin 
Spalding High School 
Granville, Iowa 51022 
215 Rev. Roger Augustine 
St. Mary High School 
Storm Lake, Iowa 50588 
216 Calvin Graber 
Iowa Mennonite School 
Kalona, Iowa 52247 
217 M. E.\ Brass 
Oak Park Academy 
Nevada, Iowa 50201 
218 Jon Brissman 
Kingsway Christian 
907 19th 
Des Moines. Iowa 50314 
219 Sister Mary Meyer 
St. Clare Academy 
400 N. Bluff Blvd. 
Clinton, Iowa 52732 
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APPENDIX C 
ORIGINAL LETTER TO PRINCIPALS AND 
FOLLOW -UP LETTER 
May 14. 197.5 
Dear Principal. 
I am sending this letter as a followup to the letter I sent 
you April 30, 197.5. As of today I have received a 60 per-
cent return of the 229 high schoolso I need a 77 percent 
return in order to make the study significant. 
I need your. help' I have enclosed another questionnaire for 
your conven1ence. Hopefully. you have the self-addressed 
envelope I sent out in the first letter. Your response is 
very important in determining the teacher evaluation prac-
tices and attitudes of secondary principals in the state of 
Iowa. 
Thanks for your cooperation, as I know you are very busy now. 
I hope I can repay the favor someday. 
Encl. 1 
Sincerely. 
Larry Beard, Principal 
South Hamilton Junior-
Senior High School 
JJewell, Iowa .50130 
Phone. .51.5-827-5418 
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April 30, 1915 
Dear Principal. 
I realize that this is a very busy time for you, but I would 
like to request your cooperation in conducting a study of 
teaoher eValuation in Iowa. This study is being conduoted 
with 229 high schools in the state of Iowa selected by ran-
dom sample., Your participation will help to ensure the 
accuracy of the results. 
Enclosed is a questionnaire with 28 major items. You are 
to respond to each item as it pertains to your specific 
situation. In addition, you are asked to indicate the 
importance of each item. Your response will help determine 
the teaoher eValuation practices and attitudes of secondary 
principals in the state of Iowa. 
Your name or the name of the school will not be published or 
made known to anyone. Each questionnaire is identified by a 
number. This numberis for the purpose of identifying the 
schools that have responded to the questionnaire, When you 
complete the questionnaire. please send it back in the 
enclosed self-addressed envelope. If you would like a copy 
of the results of this study. please indicate at the end of 
the questionnaire under "Additional Comments.- Your prompt 
response will be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely. 
Larry Beard, Principal 
south Hamilton Community Schools 
Jewell. Iowa ;01)0 
Phone~ 515-821-5418 
